Persistence to Graduation of Students in the Teacher Preparation Program at Murray State University by Meinschein, David
Murray State's Digital Commons
Murray State Theses and Dissertations Graduate School
2017
Persistence to Graduation of Students in the
Teacher Preparation Program at Murray State
University
David Meinschein
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.murraystate.edu/etd
Part of the Higher Education Commons, and the Teacher Education and Professional
Development Commons
This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Graduate School at Murray State's Digital Commons. It has been accepted for
inclusion in Murray State Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Murray State's Digital Commons. For more information, please
contact msu.digitalcommons@murraystate.edu.
Recommended Citation
Meinschein, David, "Persistence to Graduation of Students in the Teacher Preparation Program at Murray State University" (2017).
Murray State Theses and Dissertations. 29.
https://digitalcommons.murraystate.edu/etd/29












Presented to the Faculty of  
 
The College of Education and Human Services 
 
Department of Educational Studies, Leadership, and Counseling  
 





In Partial Fulfillment of Requirements  
 
For the Degree of Doctor of Education 
 















Committee Approval Page 
This Dissertation Manuscript, directed and approved by a Dissertation Review Committee, has 
been accepted by the Doctor of Education Program of Murray State University’s College of 
Education and Human Services in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree. 
 
Persistence to Graduation of Students in the Teacher Preparation Program at Murray State 
University 
By 
David A. Meinschein 
For the degree of 
Doctor of Education in P-20 and Community Leadership (Ed.D.) 
 
______________________________________________ 
Chair, Dissertation Review Committee 
 
______________________________________________ 
Faculty Member 1, Dissertation Review Committee 
 
______________________________________________ 









University Approval Page 
This Dissertation Manuscript, has been accepted by the Doctor of Education Program, the 
College of Education and Human Services, and Murray State University in partial fulfillment of 
the requirements for the degree. 
 
Persistence to Graduation of Students in the Teacher Preparation Program at Murray State 
University 
by 
David A. Meinschein 
For the degree of 
Doctor of Education in P-20 and Community Leadership (Ed.D.) 
 
 
Director, Doctor of Education Program 
 
Graduate Director, College of Education and Human Services 
 





Author’s Permission Statement Page 
Print Reproduction Permission Granted 
 
I hereby grant to Murray State University and its agents the non-exclusive license to archive and 
make accessible my manuscript in whole or in part in all forms of media in perpetuity. I retain all 
other ownership rights to the copyright of the manuscript.  I also retain the right to use in future 
works (such as articles or books) all or part of this manuscript. 
I hereby grant permission to Murray State University to reproduce my manuscript in whole or in 
part.  Any reproduction will not be for commercial use or profit. 
I additionally grant to the Murray State University Library the nonexclusive license to archive 
and provide electronic access to my manuscript in whole or in part in all forms of media in 
perpetuity.  I understand that my work, in addition to its bibliographic record and abstract, will 
be available to the world-wide community of scholars and researchers throughout the Murray 
State University Library.  I retain all other ownership rights to the copyright of the manuscript. I 
am aware that Murray State University dos not require registration of copyright for the electronic 
manuscript. 
I hereby certify that, if appropriate, I have obtained and attached written permission statements 
from the owners of each third party copyrighted matter to be included in my manuscript. I certify 
that the version I submitted is the same as that approved by my committee.  
Signatures below signify understanding, agreement, and permission to all the above by each 
author: 





I have now arrived at the last task of completing my dissertation, the acknowledgements.  The 
journey has proved interesting, since we are the first cohort to complete the P-20 doctoral 
program.  The lunch during our first day of class provided foreshadowing of what was to come, 
when the pizza delivery person left our pizza on top of the delivery car, splattering our pizza on 
the road as we watched helplessly from the education building.   
 While talking about food, it is appropriate to thank Dr. Wilson for his guidance, 
leadership, ribs, and chocolate cobbler.  In addition, thank you, Dr. Clark, for your assistance and 
leadership over the past three years.  For the record, I enjoyed the Duplo block activity.   
 I am grateful to Dr. Dodson, my dissertation chair.  Your coaching has seen me through 
to the finish line.  Thank you, Dr. Whaley and Dr. Bloomdahl, for your time and input while 
serving on my dissertation committee. 
 CA, LD, AP, VG, DC, the board office, ST and GT: your support and encouragement 
over the years has not gone unnoticed. Thank you, DM.  
 To my Mom and Dad, thank you for holding education in a place of importance in our 
home.  I know the sacrifices made to ensure I had a quality education.   
 To my children (Becca, Daniel, Zeke, Sara, Caity, Emmy, and Ashley/James), I love you 
and appreciate your sacrifice over the past three years.   Be creative, curious, and learn to think 
differently from those around you and “learn to suffer.” We are different.  “We are 
Meinscheins.”  
 To my wife Mary, you are my heart, soul, and best friend.  I am forever grateful for your 
sacrifices throughout our marriage.  I Peter 4:8 says, “Above all, love each other deeply, because 




 This study focused on persistence, and graduation rates of traditional students attending 
four-year public institutions.  The study highlighted the complexity of persistence and degree 
completion by examining risk factors that impact persistence and degree completion.  The 
purpose of this study was two-fold.  First, the study sought consensus from a group of 
stakeholders, graduates from Murray State University’s (MSU) Teacher Education Program 
(TEP), to determine a list of specific expectations of a postsecondary institution in persisting to 
degree completion.  Secondly, the study gathered data from the stakeholder of how each 
expectation was met while enrolled in the TEP at MSU.   
 This study incorporated two differing designs to answer four primary research questions.  
The first study used a modified Delphi study to generate a list of stakeholder expectations of a 
university through an iterative process.  The second study used a descriptive survey process to 
analyze stakeholder perceptions on factors that impacted degree completion.  Stakeholders also 
had the opportunity to provide information on precollege attributes and personal behaviors while 
attending college as well as demographic data that allowed comparison across different groups.  
The data were analyzed using frequency analysis and means comparison.  Qualitative data was 
categorized and addressed using narrative.   
 Comparative analysis of means revealed few significant relationships.  A ranking of the 
means from the surveys showed that faculty student interactions, quality of programs, and 
professor experiences were the most important expectations of the respondents while faculty 
expectations, professor experiences and expertise, and faculty and student interactions had the 
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 This study focused on persistence, and graduation rates of students in traditional teacher 
education programs attending four-year public institutions.  The study highlights the complexity 
of persistence and degree completion by examining risk factors that impact persistence and 
degree completion and the protective factors that bridge and mitigate dropping out of an 
institution.  The study focused on students enrolled in the Teacher Education Program (TEP) 
from 2011 to 2016 at Murray State University (MSU) located in Murray, Kentucky.     
Context 
 Increasing the rate at which students persist from year to year in college, ultimately 
ending with degree completion, is the single most important issue facing postsecondary 
institutions today.  Shapiro et al. (2015) stated in the fourth annual report on national college 
completion rates:  
College completion is the focus of a national agenda. Many states have also set various 
goals to increase graduation rates. In support of this call, a wide range of organizations 
across the U.S. have launched initiatives to increase the number of adults in the U.S. who 
have a postsecondary credential. (p. 7) 
 Conventional wisdom supported by solid research has dictated that postsecondary degree 
attainment provides increased career/life opportunities for individuals, increases earning 
potential, and increases a person’s social standing.  However, what is at stake is the global 
competitiveness of the United States (Lumina Foundation, 2013).  
 In 1990, Congress passed the Student Right-To-Know Act requiring postsecondary 
institutions receiving Title IV funding to calculate and report graduation rates for students 
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attending full-time.  The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) is the primary federal 
entity for collecting and analyzing education data. The NCES uses the Integrated Postsecondary 
Education Data System (IPEDS) Graduation Rate Survey (GRS) for reporting graduation rates 
(Cook & Pullaro, 2010).   
 Graduation rates are reported for first-time, full-time students completing a degree based 
on a six year cohort model or 150 percent of the time to complete a four year degree.  As cited in 
Cook and Pullaro (2010), the average time to complete a bachelor’s degree is six years.  The 
NCES reports a 60 percent six-year graduation rate for first-time, full-time undergraduate 
students that began college at a public four-year institution in fall of 2008 and graduated in in 
2014 (Kena et al., 2016).    
 By the year 2020, 65 percent of jobs in the U.S. will require some form of postsecondary 
education (Lumina, 2011).  However, the U.S. lacks the highly skilled workforce needed to fill 
these positions putting the U.S. at risk of losing jobs to other countries.  Advances in technology 
and transportation have provided businesses with greater flexibility in selecting operational 
bases.  When selecting sites to locate, infrastructure and financial incentives have been replaced 
by the presence of a skilled workforce as important factors making postsecondary attainment 
even more crucial (Kentucky Workforce Investment Board, 2013).  The economic impact of low 
postsecondary completion rates is great.  
 According to American College Testing (ACT), 80 percent of high school students 
completing the ACT test in 2012 aspired to obtain a bachelor’s degree.  Of the students aspiring 
to earn a college degree, 68 percent enroll in a postsecondary institution immediately after 
graduating high school. However, approximately 60 percent of students attending four-year 
institutions complete a bachelor’s degree within six years of initial enrollment (ACT, 2013b; 
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Kena et al., 2016), and as of 2015, students enrolling in college full time immediately upon 
graduating from high school are no longer the majority (Shapiro, Dundar, Wakhungu, Yuan, 
Nathan & Hwang, 2015).   
 In October 2014, the immediate college enrollment rate at four-year colleges for high 
school completers was 44 percent.  During the same year, there was a 29 percent gap between 
high-income and low-income student enrollment.  However, there was no measurable difference 
between White, African-American, and Hispanic high school completers.  Although the numbers 
of high school completers has remained steady since 1990, graduation rates have remained low 
(Kena et al., 2016)  
  As of 2015, thirty-three percent of U.S. adults reported having a bachelor’s degree or 
higher on the U.S. census.  As compared to the rest of the world, this number may seem high.  
However, while the U.S. still ranks in the top five for educational attainment of the G-20 
countries, European and Asian countries have significantly increased postsecondary educational 
attainment rates while the U.S. has stagnated (Russell, 2011).   
 The older workforce in the U.S. has significantly higher education attainment than other 
countries.  However, when disaggregated by age, the U.S. ranks 15th overall of G-20 countries 
for degree attainment in 25 to 34 year olds.  As the U.S. workforce ages out, other G-20 
countries will quickly pass the U.S. in postsecondary educational attainment (Russell, 2011).  
Furthermore, African Americans and Hispanics attainment rates of 24.7 percent and 17.9% 
percent significantly trail Non-Hispanic Whites at 44.9 percent.  The U.S. workforce needs to not 
only to increase attainment rates, but also increase the level of workers.   
 In 2012, then United States Secretary of Education Arne Duncan stated, “In the 
information age, higher education in no longer a luxury,” later referring to higher education as 
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“necessity” (Council on Postsecondary Education, 2016, p. 1).  The workplace has shifted and 
now requires a more highly skilled workforce.  As of 2013, over two-thirds of jobs available 
were in high skilled areas.  As the job market continues to “upskill,” two-thirds of all jobs by 
2020 will require education beyond high school.   
 Using these numbers, a 5 million worker shortage will exist if the current rate of degree 
attainment is not increased.  The gap is even wider in Kentucky.  Sixty-two percent of jobs in 
Kentucky will require postsecondary education or training. While only 54 percent of the 
population are projected to hold postsecondary credentials.  Current projections based on the 
pace of degree completion show the Commonwealth falling 10 percent short of trained workers 
(CPE, 2016).  
 In 2009, President Obama introduced the American Graduation Initiative with the goal of 
five million more community college graduates in the next decade.  In his address, President 
Obama stated, “2020, America will once again have the highest proportion of college graduates 
in the world.”  The initiative would provide additional funding for students to continue at a four-
year institution and complete a bachelor’s degree. In order to meet the goal, postsecondary 
institutions must increase stalled graduation rates.   
 The issue of low degree attainment rates in the U.S. has also gained the attention of state 
governors, business leaders, and higher education institutions (Baum, Ma, & Payea, 2005).  
According to Baum et al. (2005), public colleges and universities receive millions of dollars in 
funding each year from state governments while the federal government provides grants and 
loans to assist students in paying for college.   
 The Lumina Foundation, a national foundation focused on college access and success, 
have developed a strategic initiative similar to the President Obama’s plan, aimed at increasing 
5 
 
the educational level of the U.S. population (Lumina Foundation, 2011).  The Lumina 
Foundation’s Goal 2025 focuses nationally on higher education attainment with a goal of 60 
percent of Americans obtaining a high-quality postsecondary degree or credential by 2025.   
 The Lumina Foundation cites economic need.  In 2012, two-thirds of manufacturing 
companies reported “moderate to severe” skilled worker shortages and some 1.6 million jobs will 
require an associate’s degree or some college.  The Lumina Foundation also highlights the social 
benefits of postsecondary attainment as the U.S. transitions to a knowledge society.  In addition, 
the Lumina Foundation believes the gap that exists between low-income and first-generation 
students, racial and ethnic minorities, and immigrants is an “intolerable situation” (p. 5).  The 
Lumina Foundation believes the second step in meeting Goal 2025 is to increase the completion 
rates of students already enrolled in postsecondary institutions.    
 At the state level, Kentucky has instituted several initiatives as well.  The WORKSmart 
Kentucky Plan is a conglomeration of strategic initiatives aimed at decreasing the job deficit, and 
the Kentucky Work Ready Initiative to certify the quality Kentucky’s workforce (Kentucky 
Workforce Investment Board, 2013).  The Kentucky Council on Postsecondary Education’s 
Stronger by Degrees seeks to raise the educational attainment to 58 percent from 45 percent by 
2025 (CPE, 2016).   
 The Kentucky Council on Postsecondary Education (CPE) has established three urgent 
priorities to focus on from 2016 – 2021: 
• Opportunity. How can Kentucky encourage more people to take advantage of 
postsecondary opportunities? 
• Success.  How can Kentucky increase degree and certificate completion, fill workforce 
shortages, and guide more graduate to a career path? 
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• Impact. How can Kentucky’s postsecondary system create economic growth and 
development and make our state more prosperous? 
 Through these priorities, CPE hopes to increase the number of adults with at least a 
postsecondary certificate or higher from 45 percent which lags the national average of 52 percent 
to 58 percent by 2025 with outcomes to include higher per capita income and lower poverty 
rates; accelerated job growth; and increased tax revenue.  In addition, CPE believes this 
undertaking is a moral and social imperative to impact minority groups (Council on 
Postsecondary Education, 2016).  
 The Kentucky CPE (2016) reports only 49 percent of first-time, full-time bachelor’s 
seeking students in Kentucky graduate with six years.  The number worsens when examining 
low-income students with a six year graduation rate of 37 percent and 36 percent for minority 
students.  Tracking graduation rates is limited by the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data 
System (IPEDS) system which only tracks first-time, full-time students at the same institution.  
Students that transfer, attend part-time, or return to school are not counted.  CPE plans to 
develop a state-level measurement of postsecondary completion to reflect outcomes for all 
students (Council on Postsecondary Education, 2016). 
 The President’s American Graduation Initiative, the Lumina Foundation’s Goal 2025, 
and CPE’s Stronger By Degrees strategic plan are bold and aggressive.  To accomplish this 
aggressive agenda, secondary institutions must have a team of highly skilled teachers across 
multiple content areas adept at delivering quality instruction.  Teachers capable of laying an 
educational foundation to prepare students to operate in a globally competitive environment.   
 The first step in filling the need for quality teachers is to recruit and retain talent into the 
education profession.  Aragon (2016) states, “fewer high school graduates are interested in 
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pursuing education majors and fewer college students are pursuing teaching careers” (p. 2).  
Enrollment in teacher preparation programs has dropped from 719,081 to 465,536 from 2008- 
2009 to 2013 – 2014, a 35 percent decrease (Aragon, 2016).   
 In addition, a recent national longitudinal study reported 17 percent of teachers as 
“leavers.”  Although “leavers” are influenced by job satisfaction, lack of reward and 
advancement, and low job satisfaction, the problem exists and is creating a supply deficit of 
quality educators to the job market. Teacher shortages have been referred to as horrific and a 
serious threat. As fewer high school and college students consider teaching as a career, it is 
imperative to retain students pursuing a teacher degree (Aragon, 2016).   
 However, Aragon (2016) reports teacher production is cyclic and responsive to the 
economy, and teacher production has increased since 1985. Notwithstanding, serious concern 
still exists with recruiting and retention of teachers.  The areas of science, math, and special 
education still have significant challenges to filling vacancies.  High-poverty, high-minority, 
urban, and rural schools consistently have issues in finding staff, and teacher shortages vary in 
severity by state (Aragon, 2016). 
 In academic year (AY) 2009-10, there were 728,310 students enrolled in teacher 
preparation programs with 88 percent of the students enrolled in traditional teacher preparation 
programs.  Seventy-five percent of the students were female, 11 percent identifying as Hispanic 
or Latino (23 percent of K-12 students) and 9 percent identifying as black or African American 
(16 percent of K-12 students) (U.S. Department of Education, 2013). 
  The U.S. Department of Education Office of Postsecondary Education (2013) reported a 
seven percent increase in teacher preparation program completers from AY 2008 – 09 to AY 
2009 -10.  During the same time period, Kentucky certified 2,937 new teachers with a .8 percent 
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increase.   In 2011 – 2012, 15 percent of schools nationally reported at least one teaching 
vacancy in a critical subject area as opposed to 83 percent in 1999 – 2000.  In 2014, there were 
98,900 bachelor’s degrees conferred within the field of education accounting for five percent of 
all degrees conferred in Title IV postsecondary institutions (Kena et al., 2016).   
 According to the U.S. Department of Education Office of Postsecondary Education 
(2016), the areas of career and technical education, early childhood education, English and 
communications, English as a second language, exceptional children (special education) , foreign 
language, mathematics, and science were considered high needs areas for 2016 -2017 in the 
Kentucky.  
  There are 28 traditional teacher education programs in Kentucky with 7,340 students 
enrolled in AY 2009-10 of which 9.2 percent identifying as Black or African American and 1.5 
percent identifying as Hispanic or Latino of any race.  In AY 2008-09 there were 3,322 
traditional completers and 2,937 initial teaching credentials issued that were prepared in the 
state.  In AY 2009-10, Murray State University had 840 students enrolled, the third largest in the 
state behind Eastern Kentucky University which had 1,173 students and Western Kentucky 
University which had 1,219 students (U.S. Department of Education, 2013). 
 
Purpose of the Study 
 The purpose of this study was two-fold.  First, the study sought consensus from a group 
of stakeholders, graduates from Murray State University’s TEP, to determine a list of specific 
expectations of a postsecondary institution in persisting to degree completion.  Stakeholders built 
consensus through the use of an iterative process.  Secondly, the study gathered data from the 
stakeholder of how each expectation was met while enrolled in the TEP at MSU.   Stakeholders 
9 
 
had the opportunity to provide information on precollege attributes and personal behaviors while 
attending college as well as demographic data that allowed comparison across different groups.  
Identifying the characteristics of students that graduated from the TEP at MSU will allow the 
College of Education and Human Studies (COEHS) to improve stakeholder satisfaction and 
increase persistence to graduation. 
 Student success factors include retention, persistence, completion, and graduation.  
Although retention is a vital part of a student success, retention is an organizational phenomenon.  
This study focused on the individual phenomenon of persistence examining what factors 
influence a student’s ability to persist to degree completion (Reason, 2009).   
Conceptual Framework 
 Models of student retention over the past forty years are based on the works of Tinto, 
Spady, and Bean.  Durkheim’s suicide theory, Van Gennep’s rites of passage in tribal societies 
theory, and the concept of labor turnover of employees provided the researchers with 
foundational models rooted in sociology, anthropology, and human relations resources.  
Moreover, studies of retention often viewed student departure through a psychological 
perspective focused on the individual student. 
 In 1970 and 1971, Spady offered research taking into account not only student variables 
but the impact of student-college relationships on student retention.  Spady’s model linked 
student retention with the idea of social integration providing the basis for a wide body of future 
research.  From the research, Spady developed an explanatory model of the undergraduate 
dropout process based on the interaction of student characteristics and the campus environment.  
Spady’s model served as the precursor for Tinto’s work (Aljohani, 2016).  
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 Building on Spady’s work, Tinto (1975) developed the first iteration of the Institutional 
Departure Model.  This model is the seminal model in the research field of student retention.  
Revisions between 1975 and 1993 led to the most recent model stating that academic systems 
and social systems interact and influence a student’s decision to stay in or leave college 
(Aljohna, 2016; Tinto, 1975, 1993).   
 Astin’s Input-Environment-Outcome (I-E-O) model is a conceptual and methodical 
model of how different variables impact student outcomes.  The variables are divided into three 
groups: input (such as demographic characteristics, family backgrounds, academic and social 
experiences); environment (such as people, programs, policies, cultures, and experiences); and 
outcomes (such as individual characteristics, knowledge, skills values, and beliefs).  Later, Astin 
used his work as well as other researchers to develop a “theory of involvement” explaining how 
students change and develop (Astin 1984, 1999; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1985).   
 In 1980, Pascarella developed a longitudinal model emphasizing the student-faculty 
informal relationships.  The student-faculty informal contact model was longitudinal in nature 
and included student background characteristics, institutional factors, other college experience, 
educational outcomes, and informal contact with faculty as variables influencing persistence and 
withdraw decisions (Aljohani, 2016).   
 In 2005, Terenzini and Reason worked to develop a comprehensive and integrated model 
for determining student outcomes.  Extending and synthesizing the works of Astin, Tinto, 
Pascarella, Terenzini, and Reason developed a Comprehensive Model of Influences on Student 
Learning and Persistence.  The intent was to establish a broader model that analyzed multiple 
factors that influenced student outcomes.  The model included precollege characteristics and 
11 
 
experiences and the college experience (organizational context, peer environment, and individual 
student experiences) with persistence as the outcome (Reason, 2009).   
 Utilizing theoretical constructs from the various models of persistence, this study 
considered the impact of precollege factors, student behaviors, and college factors that influence 
a student’s persistence to a bachelor’s degree within the COEHS at Murray State University.  
Precollege factors consisted of academics, sociocultural, and environmental.  College factors 
included academic, support services, financial, institutional climate, and teaching and learning 
(see Figure 1).  Significant factors were isolated to determine the impact of each variable on 
persistence.  
 







 Creswell (2014, p. 189) recommended writing only research questions or hypotheses to 
reduce redundancy.  Four primary questions were used to shape and focus the study.   
1. What are the characteristics of students that graduated from the Teacher Education 
Program at Murray State University? 
2. What are the expectations of graduates of postsecondary institutions held by 
stakeholders? 
3. To what degree were the expectations perceived to have been met while attending 
Murray State University? 
4. What are the differences in perceptions across student behaviors and demographic 
groups? 
Limitations 
 This study only considered graduates of the teacher educator preparation program in the 
College of Education and Human Services at Murray State University.  The sample size was 
limited to students graduating between 2011 and 2016 that are currently certified by the 
Kentucky Education Professional Standards Board (EPSB).  
 This study is a single institution study and, therefore, is limited in its ability to extrapolate 
national trends or strands. In addition, this study only considered undergraduate students limiting 
the ability to apply to graduate students.  The study will not include students that dropped out of 
COEHS at MSU.   
Significance of the Study 
 There is an abundance of research in the field of persistence and college completion.  The 
body of research has contributed to the understanding of why students depart college prior to 
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completing a degree.  This study focused on the indicators, predictors, and other factors 
influencing student departure by having graduates provide an expert opinion on expectations of 
postsecondary institutions in persisting to graduation.  
 There is minimal research that focuses specifically on students in teacher education 
programs.  Second, the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) – Graduation 
Rate Survey (GRS) is ineffective at explaining why students that stay are successful.  Although 
this study concentrates on students in the teacher preparation program in the COEHS at MSU, 
findings of this study can provide context for future studies across colleges at MSU and possibly 
other college educator programs in postsecondary institutions in the U.S.   
 Determining what indicators, predictors, and other factors influence student success will 
allow the COEHS to develop an early warning system, predict students that are at-risk, and 
preemptively provide support to students.  In addition, understanding the characteristics of the 
ideal teaching candidate will allow the college to provide more insightful advising and hone the 
prerequisite factors for acceptance into the teacher preparation program.   
 
Definitions 
The following are definitions that will be used in this study:  
Drop-out: Students leaving college permanently (Tinto, 1987).   
First-time student: A student entering postsecondary education as an undergraduate for the first 
time to include students that have taken college courses for credit in high school (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2013). 
Full-time student: an undergraduate student enrolled in at least 12 hours of credit for the 
semester (U.S. Department of Education, 2013). 
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Graduation rate: IPDES measurement of first-time, full-time students completing an 
undergraduate degree with 150 percent of normal time to completion (U.S. Department of 
Education, 2013). 
Persistence: An individual phenomenon of student’s persisting to a goal such as degree 
completion (Reason, 2009).  
Program completer: A person who has met all the requirements of a state-approved teacher 
preparation program (U.S. Department of Education, 2013). 
Retention: Percentage of students retained from year to year (Reason, 2009). 
Stop out: Students leaving college for more than one semester (Tinto, 1987). 
Traditional teacher preparation program: Generally serve undergraduate students who have no 
prior teaching or work experience (U. S. Department of Education, 2013).   
Summary 
 Understanding how graduates from the COEHS with a teaching degree perceive their 
successful completion of college will assist the college with addressing teacher shortages in the 
MSU service region.  The faculty and staff of the COEHS will be able to utilize the research and 
data from this study to stem the tide of teacher scarcity and to assist the rural schools in Western 
Kentucky with teacher shortages.  In addition, understanding the characteristics of the ideal 
teaching candidate will allow the college to provide more insightful advising and hone the 






 Attending postsecondary institutions results in individual and societal benefits.  Not only 
is there a correlation between higher levels of education and higher wages across all 
demographic groups, higher levels of education result in increased tax revenue for a community. 
Higher levels of education result in lower unemployment, poverty, and smoking rates while 
increasing civic engagement and voting (Baum, Ma & Payea, 2013).  However, college 
completion rates remain low for freshman students completing a degree within six years at a 
four-year institution (Flynn, 2014).    
 McCabe (2000) reported four-fifths of high school students will need some type of 
postsecondary education whether a certificate, two-year degree, or four-year degree.  Although 
the demand for postsecondary credentials is rising, four-year completion rates continue to 
decline with less than one-third of students completing degrees within four years (Davidson, 
2014).  This trend is not for lack of attention to completion rates or lack of initiatives to stem the 
downward trend.  In November of 1990, Congress passed the Student Right to Know and 
Campus Security Act requiring higher learning institutions to calculate and disclose completion 
or graduation rates for certificate and degree programs (Student Right to Know Act, 1990; Astin, 
1999; Davidson, 2014).   
 There is also the socioeconomic context to student retention and attainment.  
Postsecondary institutions have realized the economic benefits of keeping students already 
enrolled on campus.  The cost to retain a student is cheaper than recruiting new students.  At the 
same time, political pressures and ideologies have shifted in postsecondary education.  There is 
an expectation that publically funded universities graduate students (Berger & Lyon, 2005).   
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 As student completion rates have continued to decline in the United States, tertiary or 
postsecondary attainment has increased in European and Asian nations with the issue now 
garnering strong support from the Obama administration (Russell, 2011).  President Obama’s 
postsecondary educational agenda has shifted from addressing access to focusing on college 
completion with the goal of having the highest proportion of college graduates in the world by 
2020 (ACT, 2013b; Russell, 2011).  The President’s initiatives range from increasing funding for 
grants and student loans to funding innovative strategies to promote college completion (The 
American Graduation Initiative, 2009).  The President’s initiatives have served as a ‘catalyst’ 
nationally with major foundations such as Lumina and The Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation 
supporting large-scale initiatives to increase college completion (Russell, 2011).   
Review Method 
 The literature review provides an in-depth overview of the literature as it applies to 
student retention, student persistence, and college completion of traditional students attending a 
four-year institution.  This chapter is organized into four categories based on Kuh, Kinzie, 
Buckley, Bridges and Hayek’s (2006) report synthesizing relevant literature and emerging 
findings on student completion of college.  The categories are Theoretical Perspectives on 
Student Success in College; Foundations for Student Success in College; Behaviors, Activities, 
and Experiences in Postsecondary Education That Predict Student Success; and Institutional 
Conditions That Influence Student Success in College.   
 The review of the literature will contain sources relevant to traditional students in a four-
year postsecondary institution completing college.  In addition, the literature review will contain 
anchor documents and historical documents that provide basis and background to the topic.  This 
literature review focuses on traditional college student’s completion of college.  Most scholars 
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agree a traditional college student is between 18 and 24 years of age, begins college immediately 
upon graduating high school, attends school full-time, is a dependent, and works a limited 
number of hours per week (Arnold, 1999; Kena et al., 2016).  
Theoretical Perspectives on Student Success in College 
Student Success  
 Much of the existing research on student success tends to focus on populations that 
persist at lower rates such as nontraditional and high risk students (Bergman, Gross, Berry & 
Shuck, 2014).  In addition, the problems studied when researching college completion are 
diverse, complex, and multivariable creating confusion for researchers (Astin, 1999).  This 
complexity is created when the individual’s personal, academic, and background characteristics 
are blended with a postsecondary institution’s setting, climate and culture (Bowles & Krivoshey, 
2014).   
 The definition of student success in postsecondary education is expansive and is fueled 
by accrediting agencies, policy makers, taxpayers, and student’s need of evidence of student 
success in the postsecondary environment (Voigt & Hundrieser, 2008).  Student success from a 
degree standpoint is central to occupation status and income (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  
Student success factors are broadly defined and can include student engagement and achieving 
learning outcomes.  In addition, traditional factors such as college credit hours earned, college 
grades, post-graduation achievement, scores on graduate admissions exams or field specific 
examinations; student satisfaction factors; and workforce development factors are used to 
describe different aspects of success (Kuh, 2005; Kuh et al., 2006).  However, for the purpose of 
this paper, three primary indicators are used when discussing academic quality and student 
success: persistence, retention, and graduation rates (Arnold, 1999; Shapiro 2016).   
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Persistence and Retention 
 The words persistence and retention are often used interchangeably when in reality the 
two are quite distinct, but inexplicitly linked.  Hagedorn (2005) describes retention as an 
organizational phenomenon while persistence is an individual phenomenon.  Persistence is a 
measurement of an individual’s ability to persist to a goal, specifically college graduation 
(Reason, 2009).  In addition, persistence is used to describe a continuous enrollment at an initial 
institution (Horn & Kojaku, 2001).  Persistence indicators assist institutions in determining if a 
student will stay in college ultimately completing a degree (Bowles & Krivoshey, 2014).  In 
simple terms, persisters enroll in college and stay until degree completion.  Non-persisters leave 
college without degree completion and never return (Hagedorn, 2005).   
 Tinto’s groundwork on student retention points to the seriousness of retention for 
postsecondary institutions (Tinto, 1987; Tinto 2012).  Shapiro (2016) describes retention rate as 
a student returning to the same institution and measures students returning within a particular 
cohort allowing calculation of retention rates over multiple years. However, a universal 
definition of student retention does not exist making comparisons difficult (Voigt & Hundrieser, 
2008; Van Stolk, Tiessen, Clift & Levitt, 2007).  Hagedorn (2005) states that measuring student 
retention is complicated, confusing and dependent on context.   
 Arnold (1999) lists five generalities when discussing retention.  Firstly, retention rates 
often depict the percentage of full-time first year students enrolled from one academic year to the 
next.  Secondly, when examining retention rates longitudinally, students are observed over a six-
year time span.  Thirdly, examining a cohort, retention rates decrease over time but as the grade 
level increases so does the retention rate.  Fourthly, postsecondary institutions with the highest 
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admissions standards have higher retention rates.  Lastly, student retention is higher for students 
seeking a bachelor’s degree instead of a certificate or associate’s degree.   
 Multiple organizations collect student retention data for two-year and four-year 
postsecondary institutions including ACT and the National Center for Education Statistics 
(NCES).  ACT collects data annually on student retention rates using the ACT Institutional Data 
Questionnaire.  The questionnaire is an online survey collected from post-secondary institutions.  
The NCES tracks retention rates through the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System 
(IPEDS).   
 Since 1990, IPEDS has collected, aggregated, and published national student retention 
data.  The IPEDS (2016) online glossary defines retention rate as: 
A measure of the rate at which students persist in their educational program at an institution, 
expressed as a percentage.  For four-year institutions, this is the percentage of first-time 
bachelors (or equivalent) degree seeking undergraduates from the previous fall who are again 
enrolled in the current fall.  For all other institutions this is the percentage of first-time 
degree/certificate students from the previous fall who either re-enrolled or successfully 
completed their program by the current fall.   
 The Noel-Levitz Center for Institutional Effectiveness’s definition of student success, 
broadens the definition even more into the construct of Persistence, Progression, Retention, and 
Completion/Graduation (PPRCG).  Persistence in PPRCG is a variable of persistence expressed 
term to term and completion.  Progression is a measurement of any activity that a cohort 
participates in contributing to persistence such as course completion rates and students on 
academic probation.  Retention in PPRCG represents first-time, full time traditional day students; 
and completion/graduation represents students completing a degree within a specified period of 
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time.  Lastly, PPRCG completion/graduation is measured at four, five, or six years for students 
pursuing a bachelor’s degree (Voigt & Hundrieser, 2008). 
Completion and Graduation 
 Graduation rates and completion rates are perhaps the single most significant factor of 
student success and institutional quality.   Also reportable under the Student Right to Know and 
Campus Security Act of 1990, postsecondary institutions are required to track and publish 
graduation rates and completion rates (Davidson, 2014).  Similar to persistence and retention, 
completion and graduation are intertwined but have slightly different meanings.  Completion is 
when a student earns a certificate or completes a degree (Horn & Berger, 2005).  Graduation 
refers to students graduating from a program with a degree (Arnold, 1999).  Students completing 
a certificate program are factored into completion rates but not graduation rates.    
 The ability to track graduation rates is imperative to an institution improving college 
completion rates (DeAngelo et al., 2011).  Graduation rates were tracked using a four-year 
metric until the 1970’s (Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, & Whitt, 2010).  However, the complexity of 
reporting graduation rates has increased as different organizations report either four, five, or six 
year completion rates (Hagedorn, 2005).  Voigt and Hundrieser (2008) define cohort graduation 
rate as the percentage of an entering class that completes a bachelor’s degree in four, five, or six 
years.   
 The IPEDS (2016) online glossary defines graduation rate and graduation rates (GR) as 
follows: The rate required for disclosure and/or reporting purposes under Student Right-to-Know 
Act.  This rate is calculated as the total number of completers within 150% of normal time 
divided by the revised adjusted cohort.   
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 GR: This annual component of IPEDS was added in 1997 to help institutions satisfy the 
requirements of the Student Right-to-Know legislation.  Data are collected on the number of 
students entering the institution as full-time, first-time, degree/certificate-seeking undergraduate 
students in a particular year (cohort), by race/ethnicity and gender; the number completing their 
program within 150 percent of normal time to completion; the number that transfer to other 
institutions if transfer is part of the institution’s mission.  
  Prior to 2007, institutions who offered athletically-related student aid were asked to 
report, by sport, the number of students receiving aid and whether they completed within 150 
percent of normal time to completion.  Now, these institutions only need to report a URL where 
the athletic data are located on their website, when available.  GR automatically generates 
worksheets that calculate rates, including average rates over 4 years. 
 Although a multitude of retention research data exists, there is minimal research data 
surrounding differences for students not returning to school and students that graduate.  College 
graduation rates are tracked but fail to account for the complex, multivariable paths to degree 
completion (Adelman, 2006).  Important to understanding graduation rates at a deeper level is 
the ability to understand students that are not persistent and how lack of retention impacts 
attrition rates of institutions.  Attrition refers to lose of students by an institution and is normally 
highest at the end of the freshman year (Arnold, 1999; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1982).  Student 
populations that are not persistent are described as drop-outs, stop-outs, opt-outs, and transfer-
outs with each having a unique set of characteristics (Voigt & Hundrieser, 2008).    
 Adelman (2006) describes a stop-out as a student not continuously enrolled in 
postsecondary education. Continuous enrollment is exclusive of summer enrollment and allows a 
student one semester of stop-out time.  Drop-outs are easily described as students not returning to 
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school or completing a degree (Arnold, 1999; Voigt & Hundrieser, 2008).  Tinto & Cullen 
(1973) give a deeper meaning to dropout by describing the dropout as an interactive process 
between student and institution.   However, the term dropout has also been used to describe a 
student who leaves the college where registered (Tinto & Cullen, 1973).   
 From a holistic standpoint, transfer-outs have less of impact nationally than at the 
institution level.  From an institutional standpoint, once a student transfers, retention rates 
decrease.  However, transfer-out implies a student is transferring to from one institution to 
another (Voigt & Hundrieser, 2006).  Lastly and perhaps the least used definition, opt-outs are 
students leaving an institution once achieving a personal goal: course completion, knowledge 
gain, or social attainment (Voigt & Hundrieser, 2006).   
Framework for Student Success 
 Kuh et al. (2006) use a pathway for student success denoting a pathway that is not linear 
but possessing multiple twists, turns and decision points.  The first path of the framework is 
precollege experiences that impact whether a student prepares and is ready to succeed in college.  
The second path is the college experience divided into student and institutional behaviors. 
Theoretical Perspectives  
 Braxton, Sullivan, and Johnson (1997) described the phenomena of college departure as 
puzzling and perplexing.  The theoretical frameworks of retention ask two basic questions: why 
do students leave postsecondary education, and why do students stay?  The majority of time and 
research has been dedicated to a deficit model of understanding lack of student persistence 
(Voigt & Hundrieser, 2008).  This diagnostic approach was utilized to focus on repairing student 
problems rather than determining the root cause (Shushok & Hulme, 2006).   
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 Theoretical perspectives are often presented in a singular fashion focusing on a particular 
construct or idea: sociological, psychological, organizational, cultural, and economic.  Long 
(2012) arranged the student development theories into four broad families:  psychosocial theories 
focusing on self-refection and interpersonal dimensions; cognitive-structural theories examining 
how students think, reason, and organize thought; person-environment interactive theories 
examining how behavior and growth are impacted by the educational environment; and 
humanistic-existential theories that describe how an individual’s decisions impact themselves 
and others.  The ability to understand the perspectives and the interactions between the 
frameworks, provides a much clearer albeit complex picture of how students succeed in college 
(Kuh et al., 2006).   
Historical Beginnings 
 Berger and Lyons (2012) organized the theoretical models of systematic studies of 
student retention in higher education.  The models were organized into nine eras listed 
chronologically subsequently divided into two categories: pre-1960 studies lacking a systematic 
research approach and research after 1960 until present when student retention became of global 
importance (Aljohani, 2016).  The pre-1960’s eras include Retention Prehistory, 1600’s – mid-
1800s; Evolving Towards Retention, mid-1800’s-1900; Early Developments. 1900-1950; 
Dealing with Expansion, 1950’s; Preventing Dropout, 1960’s.  The second category includes the 
following eras: Building Theories, 1970’s; Managing Enrolment, 1980’s; Broadening Horizons, 
1990’s; and Early Twenty-First Century, Current and Future Trends.   
 Prior to the 1960’s, research was centered on the idea of student mortality or failure to 
graduate (Demetriou & Schmitz-Sciborski, 2011).  As part of the New Deal’s Work Progress 
Administration (WPA), McNeely (1937) examined factors across 60 similar institutions in 32 
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states.  McNeely’s research provided information on preparing students for gainful employment 
during the Great Depression.  McNeely studied factors including reasons for student departure, 
time to degree completion, and institutional factors influencing mortality.      
 Following World War II, universities and colleges began to see significant increases in 
enrollment.  As society began to shift to an increasingly more industrial and technologically 
centered market, the need for advanced education increased.  Programs such as the GI Bill and 
filled the financial need of students making education affordable to a wider group of people.  As 
access increased so did the academic diversity of students (Berger & Lyon, 2005).   
 John Summerskill (1962) was among the first to push for a national standard of retention 
including definitions of annual return and completion rates (Voigt & Hundrieser, 2008).  
Summerskill’s research as well as Heilbrun focused on the psychology of student departure.  
Summerskill’s research attributed student persistence to personality traits while Heilbrun (1965) 
provided one of the earliest studies into student success in college.   
 Heilbrun similar to Summerskill examined the personality difference and cognitive 
ability of students to determine if personality factors influenced dropping out in the first year of 
postsecondary education.  Both sets of research failed to account for institutional characteristics 
impact on the departure process instead concentrating on the student’s weaknesses or inability.  
Viewed from this construct, withdrawing is a personal failure (Tinto, 1987).    
Classical Social Theory  
 Classical sociological theories of the 19th and 20th Century provide the underpinnings for 
theoretical perspectives on student departure.  These developmental theories shaped sociology 
and are applicable to a wide range of applications including how students are either retained or 
attrited in American postsecondary institutions.  The theories of Marx, Meade, Durkheim, Steele, 
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and others provide the concept of first-year college students needing and desiring individual 
connectedness into the institution both socially and academically (Kerby, 2015).   
 Societal theories offered a glimpse into how society and economics impacted the student 
departure process.  Societal theories vary based on how the researcher views society.  For 
example, Karabel and Pincus were conflict theorists believing higher education is dispositioned 
to support the needs and interests of the social and educational elite.  
  Structural-functional theorists view patterns of student departure and educational 
attainment mirroring societal differences in individuals’ not societal status.  Lastly, sociological 
theorists influenced by economics see educational attainment as a function of supply and demand 
with financial assets and other resources such as time invested in hopes of receiving a return on 
the investment (Tinto, 1987).   
Building Theories 
 Spady’s Model of Student Dropout.  Spady (1970) provided the first modern research 
into retention using Durkheim’s work on suicide to provide a framework for understanding 
student withdraw from postsecondary institutions.  Early research in withdraw of college 
students from the academic environment used existing sociological frameworks and theories.  
Spady recognized the need for a more coherent research framework pointing out that research 
studies were one of six types:  philosophical, census, autopsy, case descriptive, and predictive.   
 Durkheim viewed the phenomenon of committing suicide as an individual’s lack of 
integration with society; likewise Spady (1970) viewed student departure from an institution 
analogous with committing suicide both signs of an individual withdrawing from society.  
Recognizing  attrition was used to define students that withdraw to another institution as well as 
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students that would never graduate from an institution, Spady observed the withdraw process 
denoting factors that differed between the groups creating a more complex predictive model.     
 Spady’s research brought academic integration and social integration together creating a 
longitudinal model of student retention (Bean & Eaton, 2002).  However, Vincent Tinto’s 
seminal research of student departure, provides the paradigmatic work on student departure 
frameworks.   Although undergoing multiple revisions, Tinto’s (1975, 1987, 1993) 
interactionalist theory is the leading sociological theory on student retention.  
 Tinto’s Theory of Student Departure.  Tinto’s (1975) work has expanded the research 
on attrition by focusing on institutional factors that affect student departure.  Tinto found roots in 
Durkheim’s theory of suicide as did Spady.  Tinto, however, recognized the limitations of using 
Durkheim’s model beyond a descriptive tool of student withdraw characteristics.  
 Tinto’s model of departure approached student departure as an institutional variable not 
applicable for addressing the entire system of higher learning as an institution has a set of unique 
variables defining the social and academic systems.  Although Tinto’s model was sociological in 
nature, the model possessed psychological and organizational elements (Berger & Lyon, 2005).   
 Tinto’s work also incorporated the work of the Dutch anthropologist, Arnold Van 
Gennep (1960) and his anthropological model of cultural rites of passage (Kuh et al., 2006; 
Voigt & Hundrieser, 2006).  Van Gennep’s interests centered on observing the orderly transition 
of society over time.  Van Gennep studied life crises and transition points such as birth, 
marriage, and death.  Van Gennep’s study Rites of Passage provided a useful model for Tinto’s 
theory of departure.  Van Gennep viewed a person’s rite of passage to adulthood as separating, 
transition, and incorporating into a new family or group (Tinto, 1987).  
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 Tinto suggests variances in attrition are related to a student’s inability to academically or 
socially integrate into a new community.  Measurements of social integration include peer-to-
peer interactions and faculty interactions while academic integration measurements include 
academic advising, academic contact with family, and study group participation (Flynn, 2014).   
Using the “rite of passage” model, Tinto argued a person must separate from the group or 
community formally associated with such as a high school group or family, go through a period 
of transition to the new community, and integrate both academically and socially adopting a new 
normative set of values.  Students failing to transition either academically or socially are at risk 
of departure from the institution (Tinto, 1975, 1987, 1993).   
 Tinto’s theory of individual departure (1987) is longitudinal in nature focusing on events 
that occur after the student joins the institution to the point of departure either graduation or 
withdraw.  The model examines voluntary withdraws though providing some focus on 
involuntary withdraws to help define the broader model of departure.  The model is explanatory 
focusing on how different characteristics and interactions socially and academically impact the 
individual’s ability to complete a degree (Tinto, 1987).  
 Since first proposing a theory for student departure (1975), Tinto has revised the model 
multiple times to fill in research gaps and modernize the model.  Early research failed to 
distinguish between students voluntarily leaving and students involuntarily leaving based on 
grades.  In addition, the research lacked in studying institutional departures and system 
departures, and students leaving higher education permanently.  
 Tinto (1987, 1993) broadened the theoretical framework to include external factors such 
as academic variables, environmental variable, employment and finances and suggested 
institutional personnel must assist students in adjusting socially and academically (Hall & Jean, 
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2010).  Tinto’s revised model lists three major areas of student departure: academic difficulties, 
educational and occupational goals, and failure to integrate academically and socially into the 
institution.  In addition, a student’s background characteristics, expectations, and motivation 
attributes are important in understanding student departure.   
 The majority of student departures are voluntarily in nature and are the result of 
incongruence and isolation.  Incongruence with the institution is difficult to solve and may result 
from lack of belief in the school, difference of needs, or an unshared vision.  Lack of congruency 
is an effect of student perception.  Isolation on the other hand results from a lack of integration.  
An institution has little impact on changing congruency, but has a direct impact on the 
integration of students both academically and socially.  Tinto (1987) stated “isolation need not 
occur.”   
 Social and intellectual adjustment are important actions that must occur together for 
students to become part of the institution.  Social adjustment alone is not enough for students to 
persist.  Students must adjust academically and intellectually meeting academic standards to stay 
in school.  Failure to adjust academically is a measure of two components: intellectual capability 
and/or precollege preparation.  Failure to adjust academically leads to either voluntary withdraw, 
students that leave of personal volition, and involuntary withdraw when students fail to meet 
minimum academic standards (Tinto, 1987). 
 Astin’s Theory of Student Involvement.  Astin’s (1999) theory of involvement centers 
on the factors of involvement and connection as the key to persisting.  Astin describes student 
involvement as the amount of physical and psychological energy a student expends in the 
academic experience and involvement occurs along a continuum.  Involvement factors are 
academic as well as co-curricular activities.   
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Academic factors include time spent on academic tasks and development of cognitive skills.  Co-
curricular measurements include participation in campus activities, clubs, social clubs, and 
academic honor societies.  Astin concluded the higher the level of involvement, the higher the 
level of completion.  The involvement factors are measurable quantitatively and qualitatively and 
provide valuable data to guide policy and practice that increases student involvement.  Lastly, 
student learning and development are directly related to the quality and quantity of student 
involvement (Astin, 1999).  
 Pascarella’s Model of Assessing Student Change.  Pascarella (1985) proposed student 
change as a result of direct and indirect effects of five sets of variables: student background and 
precollege traits; structure and organization of the institution; campus culture and environment; 
frequency, content, and quality of interaction with socializing agents on campus; and quality of 
effort expended by the student.   The first and second set of variables directly influence the 
campus culture and environment while the quality of effort is influenced by the fourth variable 
and student characteristics (Long, 2012).  Thus, student change becomes a function of students 
background factors; interactions with peers and faculty; and quality of effort in learning and 
developing (Terenzini, 1987). 
 Bean’s Student Attrition Model.  Bean (1979, 1983) applied a casual model adapted 
from employee turnover in the workplace to student attrition in postsecondary institutions.  
Background characteristics are taken into account in the model providing context for the student 
to interact with the institutions environmental factors. In the model of workplace turnover to 
student attrition, five variables influence satisfaction: grades, practical value, development, 
courses and membership in organizations.  In addition to the five variables, kinship responsibility 
and opportunity were added to better predict retention.  Bean describes kinship responsibility as 
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“marriage” or commitment to the institution and opportunity as the ability to transfer to another 
institution (Braxton & Hirschy, 2005).   
 Bean’s model of attrition is based on the impact of experiences on beliefs that shape 
attitudes that shape behaviors that shape intent.  Outside of Bean’s research, there is minimal 
evidence to support the theory (Kun et al., 2006).  However, there is empirical evidence 
suggesting the organizational structure of an institution does influence social integration.  A 
student’s connectedness to organization decision-making, perceptions of fairness in policies and 
rules, and how communication flows, impacts student departure (Bean, 1983; Berger & Braxton, 
2016). 
 1980’s. The 1980’s saw an increase into the study of retention.  Retention efforts on 
campus shifted to a model of enrollment management.  Enrollment management serves as an 
organizational and systematic activity that allows the institution to control and influence 
enrollment.  The employment management concept employs one of four models. Each model 
increases in the formality of structure: enrollment committees, enrollment management 
coordinator, enrollment matrix, and enrollment management division (Berger & Lyon, 2005).   
 1990 – Present.  The early works of Spady, Tinto, Bean, Pascarella, and Astin bend 
toward the sociological, focusing on institutional factors rather than individual development. 
Berger and Lyon called the 1990’s the era of the emergence of “persistence.”  During this time, 
the concepts of retention and persistence were recognized as two distinctly different variables.  
Important to the concept of persistence is students can persist at multiple institutions.   
Braxton tested the 15 propositions from Tinto’s model finding that four of the propositions were 
“logically interconnected.”   Subsequent studies by Braxton, Hirschy, and McClendon (2004) 
tested Tinto’s theory of student departure for validity again finding not all components valid for 
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all samples.  In fact only eight of eleven multi-institutional studies attempting to link academic 
integration and persistence supported the relationship (Kuh et al., 2006).  However, Braxton, et 
al. noted that Tinto’s Interactionalist Theory is reliable in understanding retention for some 
institutions.  Empirical support for social integration is strong, but academic integration are not 
applicable across all groups.  In addition, the “rite of passage” stages of separation, transition, 
and incorporation have not been verified (Kuh et al., 2006).   
 Retention research in the 1990’s also began to focus on underrepresented and 
disadvantaged populations.  Researchers encouraged postsecondary institutions to focus on 
diversity and multiculturalism (Swail, 2004).  Tinto (1993) listed three populations for 
observation and attention: African Americans, students from low socioeconomic backgrounds, 
and transfer students (Demetrio & Schmitz-Sciborski, 2011).  Swail (2004) developed a campus-
wide retention model for school administrators encouraging collaboration between recruitment 
and admissions, academic services, curriculum and instruction, student services, and financial 
aid to assist students and the institution.  In addition, recent research has suggested the need for 
increased academic, personal, and social supports (Tinto, 2004).   
 Kuh (2005a) highlighted the importance of student engagement in the first year of 
college, and the importance of intentionally organizing the first months of college for incoming 
freshman around institutional support services to increase the chance of student success. Kuh, 
Kinzie, Schuh, and Whitt (2010) study of Documenting Effective Education Practices (DEEP) 
examined institutions with higher than average graduation rates in order to codify institutional 
practices that led to higher graduation rates.   Interactions between students and institutional 
personnel to include professors, support staff have the ability to improve the student’s 
connectedness with the institution and increase retention.   
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Currently, interest in retention has remained high as the educational landscape is again shifting.  
Distance-learning has become increasingly used to expand access with little data on how this 
modality impacts persistence to graduation.  Accountability for institutions is become a 
mainstream education topic, and there are multiple publications that rank how well institutions 
perform in the areas of retention and completion rates (Berger & Lyon, 2005).   
Summary 
 In sum, interest in student retention at the postsecondary level has increased since the 
1960s, building upon classical social theories of the 19th and 20th Centuries.  Societal awareness 
of access and the impact of minority groups and underrepresented groups has served to broaden 
even more the research base and theoretical frameworks of student departure.  Early research 
concentrated efforts on examining student attrition and the organization factors that influenced 
attrition.  Research then shifted to developing strategies to reduce attrition rates.  Research then 
began to search for ways to mobilize campus resources to address student needs and improve 
retention.  Lastly, research has addressed the impact of faculty on retention and campus 
initiatives (Noel, 1985).   
Social influence, change, and norms are part of the social construct of postsecondary institutions. 
Understanding persistence in an institutional context requires accounting for both internal and 
external factors that influence an individual.   Using these factors in order to examine the social 
systems and academic potential within an institution allows for a predictive longitudinal model 
of academic persistence.   
 The impetus for developing a new model or expanding existing models of student change 
is an expanding global society and an increase in informational technology transforming 
organizational structure and performance across disciplines.  The shift to a global knowledge-
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based society serves to continual challenge the 40 plus years of student retention research 
(Kerby, 2015).   
Foundations for Student Success in College 
Student Background Characteristics and Precollege Experience 
 Student background characteristics and precollege experiences have a direct impact on 
retention of first time students at postsecondary institutions. Each individual enters 
postsecondary life with unique attributes based on family background and academic experiences 
that are foundational in examining student retention.  The factors and variables impact the 
chances of a student navigating the organizational and academic structure of the postsecondary 
institution, making sound decisions into university choice, maneuvering funding of college, and 
being successful academically (Kuh et al., 2006).   
 This section will examine existing research on demographic factors, student variables, 
and precollege factors that affect student retention and graduate rates in four-year postsecondary 
institutions.  A wide body of research exists supporting the impact of demographic attributes of 
gender, race and ethnicity, socioeconomic status (SES) retention and dropout behavior 
(Davidson, 2014; Demetriou & Schmitz-Sciborski, 2011).   Precollege experiences including 
high school grade point average (GPA), standardized test scores used for college admissions, and 
rigor of high school coursework serve as measurements not only to guide admission into an 
institution but are accurate predictors of student success (ACT, 2013).   
 Generally speaking, all institutions are impacted by similar characteristics that affect 
student departure.   Institutional characters of size, location, and residential character impact the 
university along with individual or demographic characteristics such as race, gender, and SES, 
and first-time status.  These characteristics do not exist alone.  There is constant interplay 
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between the variables increasing the complexity of understanding.  At times, a lack of 
appropriate empirical data existed to explain the interaction between race, gender, and SES and 
student departure.  However, existing data showed institutional traits influenced the individual 
traits for minority and SES students differently than other students (Tinto, 1987).     
Demographic Factors 
 Gender.  Until the late 1980’ and early 1990’s, minimal research existed on the impacts 
the conditional factors of gender, race, and SES (Korn, 1986). Research shows some institutions 
outperform others when it comes to retention of various groups.  Women’s colleges and 
Historically Black Colleges and Universities have higher retention rates with the populations 
traditionally served (Berger & Lyon, 2005).  Much of the information existing on gender and 
persistence conflicts.  Smith (1995) reported female students persist at higher rates than males 
students across all transition years whereas DuBrock (1999) reported female students persisting 
at higher rates after the first and third years (Nora, Barlow, & Crisp, 2005).  However, Pascarella 
and Terenzini (2005) suggest evidence supports female students encountering more obstacles 
and barriers to persistence than male counterparts.   
 Race, Ethnicity, and Cultural Influences.  Two key movements of the 1960’s, The 
Civil Rights Movement and The War on Poverty, raised the questions of who had access, who 
was persisting , and who was successful in completing college (Demetriou & Schmitz-Sciborski, 
2011).  In addition, the Higher Education Act of 1965 provided financial support to students in 
need as well as on-campus academic support.  With the increase in enrollment of students after 
WWII and The Civil Rights Movement’s push for minority equality, universities were found 
lacking in the ability to meet the diverse needs of students.  
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 Minority students were not the only group impacted.  White students lacking access prior 
to this time struggled with academic preparation.  However, minority students struggled at a 
much higher rate than white students (Berger & Lyon, 2005).  Minority students often fall into 
multiple risk categories such as first generation status and low socioeconomics (Demetriou & 
Schmitz-Sciborski, 2011).  In Smith’s (1995) report, blacks, Hispanics, and American Indians 
persisted at lower rates than other ethnic groups.  Hispanics persisted at higher rates than both 
black and American Indian students (Nora et al., 2005).   
 Minority research in the late 1970’s and early to mid-1980’s focused on differences 
between black and white students.  The research pointed to a lack of academic preparation for 
black students receiving inadequate preparation for postsecondary education.  Academic 
integration at all levels was more difficult for black students creating isolation.  In addition, 
isolation occurred as minority and black students were less likely to become part of the 
institutional culture.  The characteristics that cause departure, incongruence and isolation, did not 
differ in cause but in severity.   
 Minority students experienced isolation at higher levels than white students, and black 
students had a low self-perception of fitting into mainstream college life. Tinto (1987) stated that 
minority and low SES students have a higher rate of attending poor performing public schools 
which historically prepare students at lower levels for postsecondary work. Bergman, Gross, 
Berry and Shuck (2014) found no empirical evidence that gender or ethnicity significantly 
impacted persistence.  The only precollege factor that influenced persistence was setting of 
educational goals.  Students with graduation aspirations persisted at higher rates.  
 Beyond race and ethnicity, cultural influences have the ability to negatively influence 
early student withdraw.  Kuh and Love (2000) provide eight cultural propositions that explain 
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the complexity of how cultural characteristics influence student departure.  A student’s view of 
college experiences are mediated through a cultural lens with cultural beliefs in importance of 
college influencing departure.  In order for institutions to understand students, the institution 
must understand cultural influences to mediate adverse effects.  Persistence and distance to 
cultural origin are inversely proportional, but integration into a new majority culture provides 
students a sense of belonging.  The number of enclaves as well as academic strength of the 
groups positively impact persistence.  Lastly, the amount of time spent in cultural origins after 
matriculation impacts persistence negatively, but strong academic connections between cultural 
origin increase persistence (Braxton & Hirschy, 2005).     
 In 1987, Tinto noted that female student departures differed from male peers.  Female 
students voluntarily departed at higher rates than male students.  Tinto noted social pressures 
were likely to influence these departures as male students may tend to stay until involuntarily 
removed and complete degrees that result in an occupation.  Social roles during that time also led 
to a difference in college admission rates.  Married women had a lower admissions rate than 
married men.  Societal trends during this time period influenced female departures in a different 
manner than men.   
 Socioeconomic Status.  Socioeconomic status (SES) is an index of wealth combining 
education, income, and occupation measurements (Terenzini, Cabrera, & Bernal, 2001).  The 
National Center for Education Statistics uses parental education, parental occupation, literature 
in the home (books and magazines) and presence of a dishwasher, and family income.  SES 
measures wealth not income, and provides a finer look at available resources a student has access 
to not just income.  Higher SES is positively correlated with persistence (Reason, 2009)).  
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Although race and SES are separate constructs, the interplay between the two variables is well 
documented and can act as a multiplier working against persistence (Terenzini et al., 2001).   
Family Education Background 
 First generation students experience a significant number of challenges in persisting to 
college competition. First-generation students are twice as likely to drop out of a four-year 
institution as peers.  In fact, low-income first-generation students are the least likely to graduate.  
Students from low SES backgrounds are faced with multiple challenges: inability to maneuver 
the institutional structure, need to work, and lack of institutional resources (Demetriou & 
Schmitz-Sciborski, 2011).  Counseling and advising programs are important components in 
helping the students persist (Swail, 2004).   
Self-Aspirations and Motivations  
 A discussion on individual characteristics is incomplete without examining intention and 
commitment of students to complete a degree. Although the two characteristics are strongly 
influenced by events that occur at the institution, intention and commitment are shaped by events 
that occur precollege. In the case of these characteristics, extrinsic motivation has a stronger 
correlation than intrinsic motivation.  A student connecting a degree to future endeavors persists 
at a higher rate.  Even as such, some individuals are not committed to degree completion, rather 
completion of a series of courses, skill attainment, or some other personal benchmark (Tinto, 
1987).   
 High educational aspirations significantly impact persistence.   Students desiring to 
obtain a bachelor’s degree increase the odds by setting educational attainment goals (Nora et al., 
2005).   Leavers have been characterized as aloof, irresponsible, immature, self-centered, and 
impulsive.  However, little evidence exists that a unique personality type persists at higher rates, 
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but early research in the field was conducted using psychological assessments such as the 
California Psychological Inventory (Astin, 1971).    Bean and Eaton (2000) integrated four 
psychological principals into a model of school departure including self-efficacy, increasing 
efficacy, and locus of control (Braxton & Hirschy, 2005).  
College Readiness  
 Students completing a rigorous college preparation program prior to college persist at 
significantly higher levels that students completing a basic core curriculum.  Standardized test 
scores such as the ACT and SAT strongly influence student withdraw decisions.  Students 
identified as high performing based on ACT and SAT scores persist at significantly higher rates 
than students deemed low performing by ACT and SAT scores  (ACT, 2013a; ACT, 2013b; 
Nora et al., 2005).   
 High School GPA.  Early research showed high school GPA representing a strong 
correlation to student success or departure.  However, when academic dismissals are studied 
there is minimal correlation between prior performance and persistence (Tinto, 1987).  Nora et 
al. (2005) citing Nora & Cabrera (1996) stated that high school GPA is an indicator of college 
academic performance but had little impact on persistence.  However, Dubrock (1999) reported 
the high school GPA had a significant impact on persistence.  
Summary 
 In sum, Tinto (1987) cautioned researchers to not apply the general characteristics for a 
group across all individuals noting that multiple variables are in play that have the ability to 
impact student departure.  Academic and social involvement are statistically significant and have 
a positive net influence on persistence. Involvement also influences persistence, but multiple 
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studies were unable to determine if the influence is direct or indirect   (Pascarella & Terrenzini, 
2005).   
Behaviors, Activities, and Experiences in Postsecondary Education That Predict Student 
Success 
 A vast majority of the research into campus conditions and student experiences that 
impact persistence resulted from work in the 1990’s, and can be divided into ten general 
categories: academic performance, specific, programmatic interventions, financial aid, 
interactions with faculty members, interaction with peers, residence, learning communities, 
academic major, general academic and social integration, and intercollegiate athletics.   
Academic Performance 
 The use of grades or college GPA in predicting persistence, yields significant data used to 
predict persistence, degree completion, and graduate school enrollment.  Grades and GPA can be 
imperfect measurements due to the number of individual and institutional variances.  The 
determination of a class grade is influenced by multiple variables that vary across instructor, 
classroom, college, and institution.  In addition, student grades are influenced by work ethic, 
general intellectual ability, and personal traits.  Grades and GPA from an institutional viewpoint 
may use different calculations or standards when determined (Pascarrella & Terenzini, 2005).   
 However imperfect academic indicators are at predicting persistence, good grades reduce 
the chances of dropping out or becoming a stopping out.  Multiple causal models across different 
institutions and different parts of the Country show a strong and direct relationship between 
academic performance and persistence from the first year to the second year of college.  
Although the relationship is applicable across other years, the impact is greatest on the first year 
retention (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).   
40 
 
Credit Completion   
 Student grades ultimately result in course credit accumulation.  A course credit is a unit 
of measurement equal to 50 minutes of instruction per week.  Persistence to graduation requires 
student complete the appropriate number of credits for the desired major, but only examining the 
total number of credits accumulated falls short when looking at retention or persistence.  Nora et 
al. (2005) report the ratio of student credit hours completed may be related to retention. 
 Measuring the number of credits accumulated within a timeframe yields a more 
significant factor when predicting degree completion.  Students that accumulate 30 credit hours 
within the first year of college persist at higher rates.  Student course withdraws and drops also 
impact persistence.  Students that drop or withdraw from 20 percent of courses are 27 percent 
less likely to complete a degree.  Students were also more likely to drop a math or English 
course, but the completion of one college math course greatly increase a student’s chances of 
completing a degree (Davidson, 2014).   
Programmatic Interventions 
 Students often arrive on campus underprepared to meet the academic challenges of 
postsecondary studies.  With increased focus on retaining students and students persisting to 
degree completion, universities have developed a wide variety of specific, academically related 
experiences that provide support and intervention as needed.  Using Kulik, Kulik, and Shwalb’s 
framework for intervention, Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) examined four types of intervention 
programs: development studies and remedial programs; instruction in academic skills; advising 
and counseling; and comprehensive support services.   
 Developmental Studies and Remedial Programs.  Developmental students and 
remediation programs vary by content, duration, and delivery style.  However, these programs 
41 
 
consistently show moderate influence on persistent to degree completion.  The programs showed 
not only short-term impact on adjusting and persisting academically in the first year, but on long-
term persistence.  These programs are most beneficial in the first semester of college (Pascarella 
& Terenzini, 2005).   
 Instruction in Academic Skills.  Specific instruction (SI) is a specific type of 
intervention program different than developmental studies and other remediation programs.  SI is 
offered to all students enrolled in historically difficult classes (high withdraw and dropout rates 
and traditionally low grades).  SI is offered to all students not just students unprepared 
academically. SI is led my model students that attend lecture, take notes, and participate in 
activities.  Under the supervision of the professor, the facilitator leads weekly sessions that are 
interactive and collaborative in nature.  SI is a relatively new concept but with promising results.  
SI has a positive impact on grades and course persistence as well as persistence over time with 
at-risk students (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).   
 First Year Seminar.  First-year seminar (FYS) or “University 101” was the idea of Joh 
Garner in the 1970’s.  The FYS ideas was developed to promote performance, persistence, 
degree completion.  The majority of universities have some variation on the FYS concept with 
students receiving various types of curriculum to support retention and understanding of 
university life.  Research has shown among like peers, students enrolled in FYS’s persist at a 
higher rate into the second year than nonparticipating students (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).   
 Advising and Counseling.  Academic advising and counseling programs have served to 
increase persistence for many years.  Both programs assist students in making decisions that 
positively impact persistence.  Advising can take the form of pre-advising, post-advising, 
intrusive, advising, group advising, and traditional advising.  Studies through the 1990’s 
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consistently show statistically significant gains and positive advantages of advising and 
counseling.   
 Pre-advising programs include summer orientation and summer bridge programs.  
Orientation programs are designed to orientate students to campus life and are short in duration.  
However, summer bridge programs are hosted over a series of days targeting recent high school 
students matriculating to postsecondary education.  The bridge programs can provide intensive 
academic plans, career plans, peer networking, faculty networking, and assist in developing time 
management strategies.   
 Personal counseling was also exhibited positive influence on persistence.  The number of 
counseling sessions was directly proportional to the rate of persistence with no gains noticed 
after seven sessions.  Student grades, satisfaction, and intent all increased with personal advising 
and counseling.  The earlier the advising and counseling occurred, the better (Pascarella & 
Terenzini, 2005). 
 Comprehensive Support and Retention.  Comprehensive support and retention 
programs provide support to all students but are usually offered to at-risk students.  The 
programs are designed to address basic study skills, academic needs, financial needs, career 
guidance, tutoring, mentoring, English assistance, cultural events, and handicap services as 
needed.  The programs are often funded with either state or federal funds.  Perhaps the best know 
program is the federal Student Support Services (SSS).  Again, the comprehensive support and 
retention programs provide assistance in retaining students through the first year, but has long 
lasting impact on student persistence (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).   
 Undergraduate Research.  Undergraduate research programs are designed to use the 
work of John Dewey by applying experiential and inquiry based learning.  The programs assign 
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undergraduate students to academic research programs to engage the student at the university 
level.  Undergraduate research programs appear to influence persistence with more significant 
impact for African-American and sophomore students (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). 
Financial Aid 
 Postsecondary financial aid or assistance can be divided into four categories: grants, 
loans, work study programs, and scholarships.  Much of the early research on postsecondary 
financial aid studies the impact on attending college not on persistence once in school.  The 
ability to afford school each year does impact persistence.  However, the ability to directly study 
how financial aid impacts persistence is difficult.  
 Financial aid variables change frequently as higher education policy at the state and local 
level shifts, and students use a mixture of methods to finance college using both public and 
private funding to create a portfolio of financial assistance. Studies that show financial aid 
impacts persistence negatively often show that funds were insufficient not ineffective (Pascarella 
& Terenzini, 2005).  Clear evidence of how financial aid impacts persistence was demonstrated 
by Ishitani and DesJardins (2002) showing students receiving financial aid in the second and 
third year were twice as likely to persist and graduate.   
 When breaking down financial aid into grants, loans, and work study a somewhat clearer 
picture is seen.  Grants have the highest positive and significant impact of the different aid 
categories on persistence and graduation rates.  Grants are most beneficial when awarded to low-
income students.   
 Work-study programs have the smallest body of research for the different financial aid 
types.  Some studies suggest a positive and significant impact on persistence and graduation.  
Research of work-study programs also suggest there are unique effects for students.  Work-study 
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programs offer the opportunity for peer and faculty interaction often in a student’s interests or 
major (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).   
 The largest group with the financial aid portfolio is student loans.  Student loans have 
increase since the early 1990’s based on federal policies such as the Higher Education Act.  The 
Higher Education Act changed the financial aid drastically by decreasing grant money and 
increasing student loan availability.  Loans are found to either have a positive relationship with 
graduation rate or no statistically significant relationship with persistence and graduation rate.  
Determining the impact of loans and persistence is difficult as most students receive a 
combination of grants and loans (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).   
Faculty Student Interactions 
 The quality and quantity of interaction between students and faculty is paramount to 
student retention and success.  Student to faculty interactions directly increases the social 
integration of students resulting in the development of institutional ties with the organization 
(Tinto, 1987).  Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) state the relationship is based on two factors: 
student socialization to the normative values and attitudes of the institution and the bond 
developed between faculty and student through positive interactions.   
 Withdraw is an effect of what occurs at the institution once accepted (Pascarella & 
Terenzini, 1979).  Leavers fail to have quality connections with faculty and peers resulting in 
isolation.  Important to social and intellectually integration is the development of student-faculty 
relationships.  Students creating relationships outside of the classroom in informal settings or 
informal academic settings lessen the chance of isolation.   
 However, for informal interactions to occur, faculty members must create a nurturing 
environment in the academic setting facilitating an ease of relationship building.  Students failing 
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to develop faculty relationships are sometimes capable of filling the need with strong peer 
relationships.   
Peer Interactions 
 Astin (1993) regards interactions with peers in a postsecondary setting as psychological 
(individual) and sociological (group) when discussing persistence.  Pascarella and Terenzini 
(2005) found that when precollege characteristics and other college experiences were controlled, 
the impact of peer interactions was not clear.  However, evidence suggest that modeling by peers 
or progressive conformity helped shaped the groups aspirations and had the ability to positively 
influence persistence.   
Residence 
 The institutional attribute of residence has the highest positive impact of any institutional 
characteristics (Khu et al., 2006).  Research into students living on campus was both positive and 
statistically significant.  Students that lived on campus had higher retention and persistence rates 
even when precollege experience and demographic variables were controlled.  The data was 
valid across high school academic variables, SES, age, and employment status.  Blimling’s 
(1993) research showed students living on campus participated in more extracurricular activities, 
had higher rates of personal growth and development, and had more positive perceptions about 
the institution, and more faculty and peer interactions (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).   
Learning Communities 
 Freshman interest groups and linked courses are two examples of learning communities.  
The learning community is designed to provide a sequence of co-registered or blocked courses 
thematic or substantive in nature where students actively participate in a series designed to 
promote collaboration and social context (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). Learning communities 
46 
 
are normally a two course sequence and require a central learning theme (Tinto, 1999; Tinto, 
2012).   
 Learning communities provide an opportunity for colleges to create a positive learning 
context and environment which help in developing a sense of “educational citizenship.” Data 
have shown a positive correlation with increasing persistence into the second semester of the 
freshman year and into the second year of college (Cabrera, Burkum, & La Nasa, 2005; 
Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  Learning communities enhance social engagement as well as 
academic engagement (Tinto, 2012).   
Academic Major 
 Early research into the impact of academic major on persistence was not clear. New 
research has shown student majoring in science, engineering, business and health sciences persist 
to a bachelor’s degree at higher rates than peers majoring in the social sciences, humanities and 
education.  The academic major exists as another community or environment in which students 
are members.   
General Academic and Social Integration 
 Academic integration refers to the compliance within a groups academic norms.  
Academic integration would include selecting a major and achieving passing grades for classes.  
Social integration is the dynamic relationship between the individual and other individuals within 
the institution (Kuh et al., 2006).  Early and continued institutional commitment impacts 
academic and social integration positively (Berger, 2005).   
Intercollegic Athletics 
 A large amount of earlier research, failed to control for student background 
characteristics and looked at graduation rates by gender, race, and sport.  Overall, participation 
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appeared to support slightly higher participation rates.  However, when variables were 
controlled, football and basketball athletes persisted at lower rates than other sports and non-
athletes.  However, the difference in persistent rates could result from the opportunity for those 
athletes to withdraw from the institution to play sports at a higher level (Pascarella & Terenzini, 
2005).   
Summary 
 In sum, college campus conditions and student experiences positively impact student 
persistence to varying degrees.  Variable such as college academic performance, specifically 
GPA, are strong indicators of persistence (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Stewart, Lim & Kim, 
2015).  Learning communities, comprehensive support and retention programs, first year 
seminar, developmental studies and remedial programs have greater impact in the first year of 
college.  Increased interaction between faculty and peers through multiple mechanisms, 
positively impacts persistence. Lastly, financial aid not only provides resources for 
underrepresented populations to attend college, but receiving financial aid later in some years 
increases persistence (Ishitani & DesJardins, 2002). 
 Institutional Conditions That Influence Student Success  
 Evidence shows student voluntary departure after admissions is more likely caused by 
factors that occur after entry rather than the precollege experience (Tinto, 1987).  Institutional 
learning conditions include both in-class experience and out-of-class experiences (Kuh, Douglas, 
Lund & Ramin-Gyurnek, 1994).  Institutional conditions can be organized into structural and 
organization characteristics, programs and practice, and teaching and learning.   
Structural and Organizational Characteristics 
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 Institutional Attributes. In general, size, sector, control, mission, student to faculty 
ratio, endowment, structural diversity are all trivial or inconsequential when examining 
institutional conditions that might influence student success (Pascarella & Terernzini, 2005).  
Pascarella and Terenzini describe the influence of institutional characteristics for four-year 
institutions as “small and inconsistent.”   However, research into institutional factors has 
exhibited flawed methodology and inaccurate measures.  
 Some institutional characteristics (size, residence life, organizational structural, structural 
diversity, and mission) are related to traditional student success measures.  For instance, 
structural diversity and campus residence have substantial evidence supporting positive impact 
on traditional success majors.  The difficulty in determining impact on retention and persistence 
is the interaction between student variables and institutional variables.  Student differences 
between goals, experiences, and commitment are more important than instructional 
characteristics (Kuh et al., 2006).   
 Structural diversity is the percent of students from different racial and ethnic backgrounds 
of an institution.  Structural diversity has a positive impact on student outcomes.  Positive 
impacts include personal and educational growth; increased collaborative learning opportunities; 
and higher levels of satisfaction with college.  Increased diversity has a positive impact on the 
persistence of racial and ethnic minority students and white students, but African Americans 
persist at higher rates at HBCU’s over predominantly white institutions (PWI). Interestingly, 
African American students at PWI’s report perceive the institutions are a more supportive 





Programs and Practice  
 New Student Programs. Isolation being the primary cause of withdraw is higher during 
the first semester of the freshman year.  Isolation is not entirely a result of individual 
characteristics but is influenced by institutional characteristics.  Some students spend an 
inordinate amount of time on academic endeavors resulting in social isolation.  Others spend too 
much time participating in social functions and become academically isolated (Tinto, 1987).   
Early Warning Systems 
 Early warning systems have proved effective at fairly small two-year institutions to large 
universities like Purdue University.  Early warning systems through assessment help detect 
student’s academic struggles.  Early identification and intervention is the key to an effective 
early warning system.  Some institutions utilize automated systems that use predictive analytics 
and data mining to identify student needs.  The systems then notify the appropriate faculty 
members and support staff in order to provide assistance (Tinto, 2012).   
Teaching and Learning 
 Educational Philosophy.  Student-success oriented institutions have high expectations 
for all students and focus on talent development.  While using a talent development approach to 
learning, instructors acknowledge and appreciate diverse learning and talent while recognizing 
the differing needs of individual students (Kuh et al, 2006).  An instructor’s educational 
philosophy can positively impact the success of minority students in postsecondary education 
(ACE & AAUP, 2000). 
 Pedagogies of Engagement.  Pedagogies of engagement stray from the traditional, 
passive model of instruction.  The method employs of variety of techniques to encourage active 
learning through student participation and students working together.  This style of instruction 
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takes many forms to include cooperative learning, collaborative learning and problem or project 
based learning (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Tinto, 2012).  This type of active learning 
enhances processing skills without significantly impacting lecture.  In addition, pedagogy of 
student activity positively increases the social context of the classroom and increases student 
self-efficacy (Tinto, 2012).  
Summary  
  As a whole institutional attributes have little impact on student success although much of 
the research is flawed.  Institutional characteristics on the other hand are related to student 
success, but the relationship is difficult to measure because of the interplay between student and 
institutional variables.  Programs and practice serve to increase student involvement and identify 
students struggling academically.  Lastly, setting high expectations for all students and 
developing a student centered teaching style can increase student success.  
Conclusion 
 This literature review provided an overview of student retention, student persistence and 
college completion of traditional students attending a four-year postsecondary institutions 
organized into the following sections:  Theoretical Perspectives on Student Success in College; 
Foundations for Student Success in College; Behaviors, Activities, and Experiences in 
Postsecondary Education that Predict Student Success; and Institutional Conditions that 
Influence Student Success in College.  
 By exploring student retention, persistence, and degree completion as components of 
student success.  The review also included Spady’s model of student dropout, Tinto’s theory of 
student departure, Astin’s theory of student involvement, Pascarella’s model of student change, 
and Bean’s model of student attrition.   
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 In 1975, Vincent Tinto began a journey examining student retention with an article in 
Review of Education Research.  Tinto would expand the work in the 1980s and later modify the 
work in the 1990s.  However, in 2012, Tinto sought to answer the question of how postsecondary 
institutions can enhance student retention and graduation.  Tinto stated, “What matters is not 
simply attending college but completing a degree, especially a four-year degree.  Starting but not 
finishing college yields little earnings benefit in relation to those who do not.” Tinto also stated 
“On a range of outcomes – from personal development, health, and the like – evidence abound 
that college graduates fare far better than nongraduates” (p. 1).    
 All data from higher education is not negative.  Access to college has more than doubled 
from the 1980’s giving minority students and students from poor backgrounds greater 
opportunity to participate in postsecondary education.  While access has increased, graduation 
rates have seen no significant gains and the gap between completion rates of affluent students 
and low-income students has widened (Tinto, 2012).  
 Berger and Lyons (2005) describe the historical evolution of retention, “These contextual 
factors-students, campuses, educational roles, socioeconomic contexts, policies and 
interventions, knowledge bases, and the conceptualization of retention-have all evolved over 
time and are intertwined within each era in ways that define the unique state of development for 
retention at different points in time” (p. 2).   
 It is clear that retention leading to degree completion is of utmost importance to the 
postsecondary institutions, governmental agencies, and society as a whole.  However, as Berger 
and Lyons (2005) stated, “First and foremost, retention is about students” (p. 8).  Tinto (2005) 
accurately summarized the state of retention and completion, “Though we have learned much 
over the past thirty years on why students leave colleges, we have not yet fully explored why 
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students stay and succeed.  More important, we have yet to develop an effective model of 
institutional action that provides institutions guidelines for the development of policies, 






 This study incorporated two differing designs to answer the four primary research 
questions.  The first study used a modified Delphi protocol to generate a list of stakeholder 
expectations of a university.  The second study used a descriptive survey process to analyze 
stakeholder perceptions on factors that impact degree completion.  The overarching goal of this 
study was to consider the impact of precollege factors, student behaviors and college factors that 
influence a student’s persistence to a bachelor’s degree within the COEHS TEP at MSU. 
 The data used for this study was acquired from the Kentucky Education Professional 
Standards Board (EPSB). Data were collected from students that graduated from Murray State 
University’s Teacher Educator Program between 2011 and 2016 that were certified by EPSB.   
Purpose of the Study 
 The purpose of this study was two-fold.  First, the study sought consensus from a group 
of stakeholders, graduates from Murray State University’s (MSU) Teacher Education Program 
(TEP), to determine a list of specific expectations of a postsecondary institution in persisting to 
degree completion.  Stakeholders were given the opportunity to build consensus through the use 
of an iterative process.  Secondly, the study gathered data from the stakeholder of how each 
expectation was met while enrolled in the TEP at MSU.   
 Stakeholders also had the opportunity to provide information on precollege attributes and 
personal behaviors while attending college as well as demographic data that allowed comparison 
across different groups.  Identifying the characteristics of students that graduated from the TEP 
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at MSU will allow the College of Education and Human Studies (COEHS) to improve 
stakeholder satisfaction and increase persistence to graduation. 
 Student success factors include retention, persistence, completion, and graduation.  
Although retention is a vital part of a student success, retention is an organizational phenomenon.  
This study focused on the individual phenomenon of persistence examining what factors 
influence a student’s ability to persist to degree completion (Reason, 2009).   
Research Questions  
Creswell (2014, p. 189) recommends writing only research questions or hypotheses to reduce 
redundancy.  Four primary questions will be used to shape and focus the study.   
1. What are the characteristics of students that graduated from the Teacher Education 
Program at Murray State University? 
2. What are the expectations of graduates of postsecondary institutions held by 
stakeholders? 
3. To what degree were the expectations perceived to have been met while attending 
Murray State University? 
4. What are the differences in perceptions across student behaviors and demographic 
groups? 
Description of Population 
 This study took place at Murray State University (MSU), a public university located in 
Western Kentucky.  Founded in 1922 as the state’s western normal school, MSU currently 
enrolls over 10,000 students in seven colleges (9,268 undergraduate students and 1,730 graduate 
students).  The study focused on students that had graduated from the College of Education and 
Human Services (COEHS) Teacher Education Program.  The intended population was students 
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that had graduated from the TEP at MSU between 2011 and 2016.  The participants included 
only subjects that were currently certified to teach in the state of Kentucky as recorded in the 
EPSB data base, N=1,104.  
Sampling Procedures 
Criterion sampling is used to review and study cases that have a predetermined set of criterion 
important to a study or research (Patton, 2001).  For this study, criterion sampling was used to 
examine graduates of the MSU COEHS Teacher Preparation Program in order to gain expert 
feedback that influence a student’s persisting to degree completion.   Subjects included graduates 
of the program between 2011 and 2016 currently certified to teach in Kentucky.  The EPSB 
report was generated by Dr. Robert Lyons, Assistant Dean of the COEHS. The EPSB report 
provided the email addresses on file with EPSB that were used to conduct the surveys. 
Description of Risk 
 There is no known or anticipated risks or discomforts associated with this research. 
Voluntary Participation 
Participation was voluntary and refusal to participate did not involve any penalty or loss of 
benefits to which the participant was otherwise entitled.  Participants could withdrawal at any 
time without penalty or prejudice from the researcher. 
Confidentiality and Anonymity 
In order to maintain confidentiality, all data collected is being stored and secured in the vault or a 
password protected computer at the Ballard County Board of Education.  The survey was created 
and is housed in Survey Monkey.  Survey Monkey uses industry-standard security protocols to 
protect data transmission between the respondent’s computer and Survey Monkey servers and 
storage on Survey Monkey servers.  
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 To ensure anonymity, an email invitation collector was used to send and track survey 
responses.  Survey data was stored on a password protected computer at the Ballard County 
Board of Education and data were presented in summary format with no identifying information.  
The Delphi protocol is characterized as providing anonymity that reduces dominant individuals 
from controlling a group feedback process and confidentiality by facilitating geographic 
dispersion of subject (Hsu & Sanford, 2007).   
Description of Research Instrumentation  
 This study incorporated two differing designs based on the purpose of each research 
question.   
Study 1: Modified Delphi Design 
 The primary focus of this study was to gain an expert opinion from graduates of the 
Teacher Education Program at Murray State University.  Multiple iterations allowed the 
stakeholders to develop a consensus opinion on expectations of postsecondary institutions.  The 
Delphi Technique was developed by Dalkey and Helmer in the 1950’s at the Rand Corporation 
(Hsu & Sanford, 2007).   
 The Delphi technique uses questionnaires delivered in multiple iterations to gain 
stakeholder convergence and consensus of opinions.  The multiple iterations allowed refinement 
of thought and provide anonymity for panelists.  The Delphi technique is useful for predicting 
the occurrence of future events.  The Delphi technique is suitable for a variety of statistical 
analysis techniques.   
 The Delphi process normally uses three or four iterations for data collection (Hsu & 
Sanford, 2007).   This Delphi study incorporated two iterations to generate a list of expectations 
held for the Teacher Education Program through interactions of the stakeholders (graduates).   
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• Iteration 1: Panelist had the opportunity to rate the importance of each expectation and 
provide subjective data. 
• Iteration 2: Panelists had the opportunity to review the results of the first round and 
reconsider their answers.  
 Population. The intended population for the modified Delphi Study was graduates from 
the COEHS Teacher Education Program at Murray State University between 2011 and 2016, 
N=1,104.  
 Sampling. The sample size for this study is calculated based on the total number of 
graduates from the COEHS Teacher Education Program at MSU graduating between 2011 and 
2016 currently certified by EPSB and includes graduates that might not be currently teaching. 
 Procedure.  Following a comprehensive literature review and development of a proposed 
model of student persistence based on existing theoretical constructs, the author generated a 
preliminary list of 31 expectations divided into the five primary categories: academic factors, 
support services factors, financial factors, institutional climate factors, and teaching and learning 
factors.   The preliminary list of expectations was given to the author’s dissertation committee to 
gain expert recommendations on factors influencing persistence.   
 The committee is comprised of the following members: the Dean of the COEHS, the 
Assistant Dean of the COEHS, the Chair of the Educational Studies, Leadership and Counseling 
Department, and the Dissertation Committee Chairperson.  After receiving recommendations, the 
author revised the list and finalized the expectations.   
 The round one Delphi instrument used the list of expectations to provide respondents the 
opportunity to rate the importance of each expectation using a four-point scale (4=Extremely 
important, 3=Important, 2=Only slightly important, 1=Not important). A four-point scale was 
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used removing the option of a respondents providing a neutral comment.  The respondents were 
also given the opportunity to provide comments for each expectation.     
 The modified Delphi instrument was delivered using a web-based survey (see Appendix 
A).  Web-based surveys provide several advantages for research. First, a web-based survey has a 
broader reach allowing the researcher to distribute the survey globally.  A web-based survey 
does not require postage or phone access and provides rapid response to the questions.  A web-
based survey allows rapid updating and ordering of questions which is beneficial in Delphi 
studies (Wyatt, 2000).  The Survey Monkey tool was used to host the Delphi study.    
 The survey was sent via distribution lists built in Survey Monkey from email addresses 
obtained through the Kentucky EPSB.  A ten-day time interval was given for the completion of 
the round one Delphi instrument.  The round one Delphi instrument was emailed to all 
stakeholders receiving teacher certification through MSU from 2011 to 2016 that were currently 
certified through EPSB.  A follow-up email to complete the survey was sent to non-respondents 
after five days allowing an additional five days to complete the survey.  The survey closed ten 
days after opening and a thank you email was sent to respondents.   
 The instrument used in round two contained all expectations listed in round one and 
respondents were able to view the results from round one.  Respondents were asked to consider 
the new information and re-evaluate their initial judgements based on the round one data.  
Additionally, respondents had the opportunity to identify the top three most important 
expectations and recommend three expectations to remove from the list.   
 The second iteration survey was administered by opening the survey in Survey Monkey 
and allowing respondents to view and change responses.  Again a ten-day time interval was 
given for completion of the round two Delphi instrument.   A follow-up email to complete the 
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survey was sent to non-respondents after five days allowing an additional five days to complete 
the survey.  The survey closed ten days after opening.  The second iteration allowed respondents 
to build consensus based on viewing the answers of other respondents, and having the 
availability to change the response.      
Study 2: Descriptive Survey Process 
 Once an expert opinion or consensus was formed using the Delphi protocol, the 
stakeholders were asked to respond to a descriptive survey.  The descriptive survey allowed 
stakeholders to express the degree to which they felt that each of the 31 expectations were met.  
Seven questions allowed the respondent to provide feedback on high school preparation and self-
behaviors while in college.  In addition, the survey questions included personal and demographic 
questions.  
 Population.  The intended population for the descriptive survey is the sample from the 
Delphi study, N=1,104.    
 Sampling.  The sample size for this study was calculated based on the total number of 
respondents from the Delphi study.  However, due to a lack of respondents to the Delphi 
protocol, the survey was administered to the original subject group, N=1,104.   
 Procedure.  The descriptive survey was delivered using a web-based survey entitled 
Institutional Expectations of Postsecondary Graduates (See Appendix).  As with the Delphi 
study, Survey Monkey was used to host the survey.  A follow-up email to complete the survey 
was sent to non-respondents after five days allowing an additional five days to complete the 
survey.  The survey closed ten days after opening.   
 After the survey closed, an analysis was conducted to determine the number of Delphi 
respondents completing the descriptive survey.  Only 18 percent (n=25) of the initial Delphi 
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respondents completed the descriptive survey.  A second collector was opened for Delphi 
respondents allowing an additional five days for survey completion.  An additional 17 Delphi 
respondents completed the survey for a total of 42 respondents (30 percent) on the descriptive 
survey.   
 The author’s dissertation committee served as a panel of experts to review all parts of the 
survey instrument to ensure content validity. A Cronbach’s alpha was used to ensure the 
reliability of survey instrument.  The Cronbach’s alpha is a statistical tool to measure internal 
consistency of scales (Creswell, 2014).   
 The descriptive survey provided respondents the opportunity to assess the degree to 
which each expectation was met and provide specific feedback for each expectation.  The survey 
used a five-point scale (5=Very satisfied, 4=Satisfied, 3=Neither satisfied or dissatisfied, 
2=Dissatisfied, 1=Very dissatisfied) to answer the question, “To what extent were you satisfied 
with each of the following in your undergraduate education?”  A five-point scale was used 
providing respondents with a middle point.   
  Variables in the Study.  The variables in this study include precollege factors, student 
behaviors, and college factors.  College factors were further subdivided to include academic 
factors, support services factors, financial factors, institutional climate factors, and teaching and 
learning factors. The 31 expectations for the Delphi Study are variables of the College Factors.  
Table 1  
Variables Impacting Persistence 
Indicator Name Description 
Academic Factors  
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First year programs First year seminar programs were helpful in 
my transition to college  
Academic Advising Academic advising was available and high 
quality in the COEHS  
Financial Factors  
Scholarship opportunities There were adequate scholarship opportunities 
for teaching majors  
Institutional Climate  
Co-curricular activities There were numerous opportunities to 
participate in co-curricular activities within the 
COEHS  
Communication within the COEHS The level of communication between the 
COEHS and students was high  
Diversity Experiences The diversity of the COEHS contributed to my 
learning and prepared me for a diverse 
workplace  
Extra-curricular activities There were numerous opportunities to 
participate in extra-curricular activities  
Faculty accessibility COEHS faculty were accessible  
Faculty and student interactions Faculty and students interactions were positive 
and beneficial  
Peer interactions Peer interactions within the COEHS 
contributed to my graduating  
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Quality of the program The quality of the education received in the 
COEHS was high  
Support Services  
Academic tutoring Quality tutoring was provided within the 
College of Education  
Job placement and career services The COEHS was helpful in my obtaining 
employment upon graduation  
Library resources The library resources were an important 
resource in supporting my studies  
Student success initiatives There were initiatives that encouraged me to 
succeed in the COEHS  
Teaching and Learning  
Assessment Assessments were used appropriately and 
assessed the taught curriculum  
COEHS educational environment The educational environment in the COEHS 
was positive and conducive to learning  
Collaborative work Collaborative work opportunities were used 
appropriately and added to the level of 
instruction  
Critical thinking Instructors in the COEHS encourage students 
to critically think and problem solve  




Extended learning opportunities There were adequate opportunities to extend 
learning outside of the classroom  
Faculty expectations Faculty had high expectations of me  
Feedback The feedback received from COEHS faculty 
contributed to my learning  
General education requirements Courses were successful in preparing me for 
core content courses  
Instructional delivery Instructors used a variety of techniques to 
include lecture and discussion to promote 
learning  
Learning communities Learning communities existed within the 
COEHS  
Praxis preparation Coursework prepared me for the PRAXIS 
exams  
Professor experiences and expertise The COEHS professors experiences and 
expertise contributed to teaching and learning 
Research opportunities Undergraduate research opportunities in the 
COEHS  
Student learning styles My learning style was addressed by the 
COEHS faculty  
Use of instructional technology The use of technology in the classroom 




Procedures for Data Analysis 
Study 1: Modified Delphi Design 
 The technique used during this study was a modified Delphi technique consisting of only 
two rounds.  The classic Delphi technique uses four rounds, but two or three rounds are 
acceptable.  In addition, there is not an agreed upon level of consensus that is needed (Hasson, 
Keeney & McKenna, 2000).  Using Green’s (1982) recommendation, consensus will be reached 
when a 70 percent rating of three or four on a four-point scale is reached or the median is 3.25 or 
higher from the Delphi.    
 Data gathered during the Delphi study were treated as ordinal-level.  The four-point scale 
(4=Extremely important, 3=Important, 2=Only slightly important, 1=Not important) was used to 
interpret the expectations.   
Table 2 
Delphi Study Four-point Scale 
Scale Range Interpretation 
4 3.01 – 4.00 Extremely Important 
3 2.01 – 3.00 Important 
2 1.01 – 2.00 Only slightly 
important 
1 0.01 – 1.00 Not important 
 
 Following the completion of the round one survey, percentages from the individual 
expectations were calculated and subjective comments summarized.  The percentages and 
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subjective data summary were provided with the round two survey allowing respondents to 
finalize their opinions based on the data in order to build consensus. 
 After the completion of the round two survey, central tendencies (mean, median, and 
mode), frequencies distribution, and levels of dispersion (standard deviation) were calculated.  
Analysis of the data were conducted using SPSS Version 23.   
Study 2: Descriptive Survey Process  
 Data gathered during the descriptive survey were treated as ordinal-level.  The survey 
used a five-point scale (5=Very satisfied, 4=Satisfied, 3=Neither satisfied or dissatisfied, 
2=Dissatisfied, 1=Very dissatisfied) to answer the question, “To what extent were you satisfied 
with each of the following in your undergraduate education?” 
Table 3 
Descriptive Survey Five-point Scale 
Scale Range Interpretation 
5 4.01 – 5.00 Very satisfied 
4 3.01 – 4.00 Satisfied 
3 2.01 – 3.00 Neither satisfied or 
dissatisfied 
2 1.01 – 2.00 Dissatisfied 
1 0.01 – 1.00 Very dissatisfied 
  
The descriptive survey contained seven survey questions that asked respondents to provide 
feedback regarding precollege experiences and personal behaviors.  The seven questions used a 
66 
 
five-point scale (5=Strongly agree, 4= Agree, 3=Neither disagree nor agree, 2=Disagree, 
1=Strongly disagree) to indicate the level of agreement with the statements.   
Table 4 
Precollege Experiences and Personal Behavior Five-point Scale 
Scale Range Interpretation 
5 
4 
4.01 - 5.00 
3.01 – 4.00 
Strongly agree 
Agree 
3 2.01 – 3.00 Neither disagree nor 
agree 
2 1.01 – 2.00 Disagree 
1 0.01 – 1.00 Strongly disagree 
 
 Descriptive statistics were used to describe and summarize the data, and to describe the 
characteristics of stakeholder groups.  Frequencies were calculated for each question, the five 
expectation categories, and each demographic.  T-test and a one-way analysis of variance 
(ANOVA) were used to draw comparisons between demographic groups.     
 In sum, the use of a modified Delphi technique and a descriptive survey served to 
measure perceptions of stakeholders on the 31 expectations or variables derived through the 
literature review and development of a persistence framework based on precollege factors, 
student behaviors, and college factors.  Graduates of the MSU Teacher Education Program 
provided a stakeholder opinion of how important the 31 expectations are through the use of the 
two round modified Delphi technique.  The Delphi technique provides rigorous methodology 
using an iterative multistage process to gain consensus among experts (Hasson et al., 2000).  The 
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descriptive survey provided the Delphi survey respondents the opportunity to provide opinions of 
how the COEHS met each of the expectations, provide opinions on personal traits while in 




FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 
 This study examined factors that influence a student’s ability to persist to degree 
completion in the Teacher Education Program at Murray State University.  Data were collected 
from students that graduated from MSU’s Teacher Education Program from 2011 through 2016.  
The study used a Delphi protocol to first generate a list of expectations of stakeholders followed 
by a descriptive survey to analyze the perceptions of the respondents on each variable’s impact 
to degree completion.  A list of thirty-one expectations was divided into the five categories: 
academic factors, support services factors, financial factors, institutional climate factors, and 
teaching and learning factors.   
Table 5  
Variables Impacting Persistence 
Indicator Name Description 
Academic Factors  
First year programs First year seminar programs were helpful in 
my transition to college  
Academic Advising Academic advising was available and high 
quality in the COEHS  
Financial Factors  
Scholarship opportunities There were adequate scholarship opportunities 
for teaching majors  
Institutional Climate  
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Co-curricular activities There were numerous opportunities to 
participate in co-curricular activities within the 
COEHS  
Communication within the COEHS The level of communication between the 
COEHS and students was high  
Diversity Experiences The diversity of the COEHS contributed to my 
learning and prepared me for a diverse 
workplace  
Extra-curricular activities There were numerous opportunities to 
participate in extra-curricular activities  
Faculty accessibility COEHS faculty were accessible  
Faculty and student interactions Faculty and students interactions were positive 
and beneficial  
Peer interactions Peer interactions within the COEHS 
contributed to my graduating  
Quality of the program The quality of the education received in the 
COEHS was high  
Support Services  
Academic tutoring Quality tutoring was provided within the 
College of Education  
Job placement and career services The COEHS was helpful in my obtaining 
employment upon graduation  
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Library resources The library resources were an important 
resource in supporting my studies  
Student success initiatives There were initiatives that encouraged me to 
succeed in the COEHS  
Teaching and Learning  
Assessment Assessments were used appropriately and 
assessed the taught curriculum  
COEHS educational environment The educational environment in the COEHS 
was positive and conducive to learning  
Collaborative Work Collaborative work opportunities were used 
appropriately and added to the level of 
instruction  
Critical thinking Instructors in the COEHS encourage students 
to critically think and problem solve  
Education Courses Were relevant and prepared me for the 
workplace  
Extended learning opportunities There were adequate opportunities to extend 
learning outside of the classroom  
Faculty expectations Faculty had high expectations of me  
Feedback The feedback received from COEHS faculty 
contributed to my learning  
General education requirements Courses were successful in preparing me for 
core content courses  
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Instructional delivery Instructors used a variety of techniques to 
include lecture and discussion to promote 
learning  
Learning communities Learning communities existed within the 
COEHS  
Praxis preparation Coursework prepared me for the PRAXIS 
exams  
Professor experiences and expertise The COEHS professors experiences and 
expertise contributed to teaching and learning 
Research opportunities Undergraduate research opportunities in the 
COEHS  
Student learning styles My learning style was addressed by the 
COEHS faculty  
Use of instructional technology The use of technology in the classroom 
contributed to teaching and learning  
 
Background of the Sample 
  The population of (N=1,104) consisted of individuals that graduated from the COEHS 
TEP at MSU between 2011 and 2016, who are currently certified through EPSB in the state of 
Kentucky, and who were traditional students.  For the Delphi study, email surveys were sent to 
all 1,104 graduates.  A total of 98 emails were undeliverable making the total sample (n=1006).  
Of the total 1006 emails delivered, 138 were returned for a 13.7 percent response rate.  For the 
second round of the Delphi study, the initial survey was opened allowing respondents to view the 
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response data in summary form and make changes in order to build consensus.  No respondent 
chose to change rankings.  For the descriptive survey, email surveys were sent to all 1,104 
graduates with 99 undeliverable making the total sample (n=1005).  Of the 1005 emails 
delivered, 104 were returned for a 10.3 percent response rate.   
Examination of the Results 
Statistical Procedures 
 Data analyses were conducted using IBM SPSS StatisticsV23 and SurveyMonkey online 
survey development software.  Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the mean, median, 
frequency, and standard deviation.  Subjective data were coded and categorized in order to find 
similarities and differences between comments.   
 Delphi Study Procedures.  The 31 variables were presented in the form of a rank order 
question with one being not important and four being very important.  Table 5 provides 
definitions of how each variable was operationalized in the study.  A reliability analysis was 
conducted by calculating a Cronbach alpha coefficient for the scale items.   A Cronbach’s alpha 
of .934 was obtained using listwise deletion.  Peterson (1993), summarizing the works of 
Nunnally (1978), Kaplan and Saccuzzo (1982), Murphy and Davidshoter (1988), and others, 
reports an acceptable level above being above .70.  A Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was also 
computed using mean imputation resulting in a slight difference between the results (.003).     
 Descriptive Survey Procedures.  Following the Delphi study, the 31 variables were 
presented in the form of a perceptions questions asking students to express the degree to which 
MSU’s TEP met each expectation.  A reliability analysis was conducted by calculating a 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the scale items.  A Cronbach’s alpha of .950 was obtained using 
listwise deletion.  Important to understand is the Delphi data contain only the perceptions of 
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respondents to the two-round Delphi survey whereas the data from the descriptive survey contain 
feedback from some respondents not participating in the Delphi survey.  
 The early and late respondent groups were compared to determine if differences existed 
between the two groups.  Demographics for the early group (n=20) and the late group (n=20) 
were analyzed with minimal differences found.  Differences include approximately 24 percent 
more parents having master’s degrees in the early group, but overall numbers of parents having 
attended some college was virtually the equal.   However, 39 percent more of the late responders 
fell into the 3.6 and above cumulative college GPA, and approximately 24 percent more began 
college immediately after high school.  In addition, 27 percent more did not choose education as 
the first major and 47.6 percent more were transfers students.  Linder, Murphy, and Briers (2001) 
provided evidence that nonrespondents are a linear extension of late respondents.   
 
Table 6  
 
Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Coefficient 
 n Cronbach’s Alpha   
 Valid Excluded    
Delphi Survey 91 47 .934   
Total 138    
Descriptive Survey 86 24 .950   
Total 110    
 
Graduate Characteristics 
Gender and Ethnicity 
 Approximately 77.42 percent (n=72) of the sample was female and 22.58 percent (n=21) 
of the sample was male.  Seventeen respondents did not report their gender.  The majority of 
participants identified as White or Caucasian, 94.74 percent (n=90).   Of the remaining 
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participants, approximately one percent (n=1) identified with each of the following: African-
American, Asian, and Hispanic/Latino.  Two participants, 2.11 percent, identified as multiple 
races.  Ten participants chose not to identify race or ethnic group.  
Precollege Attributes 
 Table 7 provides a frequency analysis of the student’s parent’s highest level of education.  
Over 54 percent possessed either an associate’s degree, bachelor’s degree, or master’s degree 
(9.47 percent, 22.11 percent, and 23.16 percent respectively).  Overall the data indicates that 
among respondents, parents educational attainment level for high school graduates, 25.26 




Parent’s Educational Attainment 
 N Percent 
Some high school 1 .9 






Associate's degree 9 8.2 
Bachelor's degree 21 19.1 
Master's degree or above 22 20.0 
Total 95 86.4 
 
 When asked to respond to the statement, “My high school coursework prepared me for 
college,” 69.8 percent of respondents were either satisfied or very satisfied.  The majority of 
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participants indicated having above a 3.1 gpa, or above (89.48 percent) high school gpa with 
over 62 percent having between a 3.8 and 4.0 gpa.  Important to note is the sample population 
have met two critical qualification benchmarks, the first being admission into the TEP.  
Secondly, the participants have all graduated from the TEP. See Table 8 for a frequency 
distribution of high school student gpa.  Question 44 examined respondents ACT composite 
scores.  Over 45 percent of students reported a composite ACT of 23 and above with only 2.13 




High School GPA 
 N Percent 
3.6 - 4.0 59 62.1 
3.1 - 3.5 26 27.4 
2.6 - 3.0 8 8.4 
2.1 - 2.5 2 2.1 











ACT Composite Score 
Score N Percent 
0-18 2 1.8 
18-23 49 44.5 
23 and above 43 39.1 
Total 94 85.5 
 
 The majority of respondents entered college immediately upon graduating from high 
school, 85.26 percent (n=81), and over 60 percent of respondents reported education being their 
first major.  Fifteen respondents (13.64 percent) did not answer either question.  Of the 94 
respondents to a question about transferring institutions, 31.91 percent (n=30) transferred from a 
two year postsecondary institute and 4.26 (n=4) percent from a four year postsecondary institute.    
Socioeconomics 
 Question 42 of the survey examined frequency analysis of estimated annual income of 
student’s families while attending college.  Two income levels, $25,000-$49,000 and $50,000-
$74,999, reported 32.26 percent each accounting for 62.52 percent of respondents.  
Approximately, 15.45 percent (n=17) chose not to respond to the question.  Table 10 displays the 








Family Income Frequency Distribution 
 N % 
   
$0 - $24,999 11 10.0 
$25,000-$49,999 30 27.3 
$50,000-$74,999 30 27.3 
$75,000-$99,999 14 12.7 
$100,000 or More 8 7.3 
Total 93 84.5 
 
 When asked to report the number of hours worked a week while attending college, all but 
13 percent of respondents reported working at least 1 to 20 hours a week with 42.11 percent 
working 1 to 20 hours and 35.79 percent working 20 – 40 hours a week.  Table 11 displays the 
frequency distribution for hours worked a week. Fifteen respondents (13.64 percent) choose not 




Hours Worked a Week 
 N Percent 
I did not work 13 11.8 
1-20 hours a week 40 36.4 
20-40 hours a week 34 30.9 
More than 40 hours a week 8 7.3 




Degree Completion Characteristics 
 Question 54 asked respondents to give the number of semesters it took to complete their 
undergraduate degree.  A frequency analysis indicated a large number of graduates, 34.04 
percent (n=32) graduated in less than eight semesters.  Approximately 29.79 percent (n=28) 
graduated in eight semesters, and 31.92 percent (n=30) graduated in more than eight semesters.  
Over four percent (n=4) attended college part-time with 21.28 percent (n=20) of respondents 
taking a break of a semester or more.  See Table 12 for the frequency distribution of semesters to 
graduate.     
 
Table 12 
Semesters to Complete a Degree 
 N Percent 
4 14 12.7 
5 8 7.3 
6 4 3.6 
7 6 5.5 
8 28 25.5 
9 13 11.8 
10 12 10.9 
12 4 3.6 
more than 12 1 .9 
I attended college part time 4 3.6 




 Ninety-five respondents provided their cumulative college gpa and cumulative gpa for 
education courses.  Over 97 percent reported a cumulative college gpa of 3.1 or higher on a 4.0 
scale (n=92).  While 100 percent reported a cumulative gpa in education courses of over 3.1 on a 
4.0 scale.  Table 13 depicts the frequency distribution for cumulative gpa. 
 
Table 13 
Cumulative College GPA 
 N Percent 
3.6 - 4.0 58 52.7 
3.1 - 3.5 34 30.9 
2.6 - 3.0 3 2.7 
Total 95 86.4 
 
Student Characteristics 
 Out of the 96 graduates that responded to the question, “I felt a strong desire to become a 
teacher,” 88.54 percent (n=85) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with the statement 
with only 5.21 percent (n=5) choosing disagree or strongly disagree (see Table 14).  Question 37 
asked participants to respond to the statement, “I had high personal expectations in regards to 
academic work,” with over 94 percent (n=90) selecting agree or strongly agree.  The remaining 
five respondents (5.26 percent) chose neither disagree nor agree with no one choosing disagree 
or strongly disagree (see Table 14). 
 Participants were asked to respond to a statement regarding study habits.  Approximately 
86.12 percent (n=82) of respondents indicated they spent the appropriate amount of time 
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studying.  When asked about participation in education courses, 94.79 percent indicated actively 
participating in the courses.  When asked to respond to the statement, “I was excited and 
motivated about the coursework in the COEHS,” 76.84 percent (n=73) chose agree or strongly 
agree.  When asked about participation in academic activities, approximately 84.38 percent 
(n=81) selected agree or strongly agree that they participated in academic activities outside of the 
classroom.  Ninety-five participants responded to the above question with 15 opting not to 
respond. See Table 14 for frequency distributions.  The majority of respondents, 71.58 percent 
(n=66), reported participating in extra-curricular activities during college.   
Table 14  
 





















































































 Currently, 89.47 percent of respondents (n=85) are employed as teachers with over eight 
percent (n=8) currently not working in education.  Fifteen participants (13.64 percent) choose not 
to answer the question on current job position.  The majority of respondents identify their current 
school district as rural (54.17 percent) and located in the West Kentucky Education Cooperative 
(36.05 percent).  See Table 15 for the frequency distribution of school description and Table 16 
to for the frequency distribution of educational cooperatives.  Over 67 percent of respondents 
(n=62) report working in a Title I school, and 37.63 percent (n=35) work in a distinguished 
school.  Another 24.73 percent (n=23) and 25.81 (n=24) percent work in a needs improvement or 




 N Percent 
Rural 52 47.3 
Suburban 14 12.7 
Urban 23 20.9 
I am not working as a teacher 7 6.4 







 N Percent 
WKEC 31 28.2 
GRREC 8 7.3 
CKEC 1 .9 
OVEC 1 .9 
KEDC 1 .9 
None 44 40.0 
Total 86 78.2 
 
Table 17 
School Proficiency Rating 
 N Percent 
Needs Improvement 23 20.9 
Proficient 24 21.8 
Distinguished 35 31.8 
I do not work at the school 
level 
11 10.0 






Academic Programs  
 Question 1 of the Delphi survey asked respondents to rank the importance of first year 
programs.  Overall, 64 percent (n=86) of graduates identified first year programs as not 
important (n=40) or only slightly important (n=46).  When asked on the descriptive survey if the 
graduates were satisfied with the first year programs provided by the TEP, the majority of 
graduates was satisfied or very satisfied (44.5 percent) with the programs offered with a mean of 
3.33.  However, when asked to choose three expectations of least importance from the Delphi 
survey, first year programs had the highest percentage ranking (44.7 percent).     
 While the intent of the Delphi survey was to determine the importance of each variable, 
the comments reflected feedback of the TEP program at MSU.  Graduates made nine comments 
on the Delphi survey and 14 comments on the descriptive survey.  Of the graduates providing 
comments on the Delphi survey and descriptive survey, ten identified as transfer students and did 
not participate in first year seminar programs.  One graduate provided positive feedback, saying, 
“Meeting with students in my major helped me plan my path and begin networking.”  The 
majority of comments were disapproving of the courses.  Comments included: “Most days, I felt 
like it was a waste of time;” “Long and boring, loaded with too much information;” and “To be 
perfectly honest, I don’t even remember them.”   
 Table 18 displays the frequency distribution of Academic Program variable responses 
from the Delphi study and Table 8 the frequency distribution for the descriptive survey.  Table 9 
displays the Delphi study descriptive statics of the Academic Program variables and Table 10 
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Table 19  
 


































Approximately 1.8% (n=2) of graduates elected not to respond to the question about first year  
 
Programs, and .9% (n=1) to the question on academic advising.  
 
 
Table 20  
 
Delphi Survey Descriptive Statistics of Academic Program Variables 
 n M Mdn SD 
First Year Programs 135 2.15 2.0 .943 
 






Table 21  
 
Descriptive Survey Descriptive Statistics of Academic Program Variables 
 n M Mdn SD 
First Year Programs 108 3.33 3.0 .986 
 
Academic Advising 109 3.85 4.0 1.10 
     
 
 Question 2 asked respondents to rank the importance of academic advising while 
pursuing a degree.  Overall, 80 percent of graduates identified academic advising as either 
important or very important.  When graduates were asked to provide feedback on the quality of 
academic advising in the COEHS, 69.7 percent of graduates were either satisfied or very 
satisfied with a mean of 3.85 for the question.  Graduates ranked academic advising third in the 
most important expectations with nearly 30 percent ranking advising in the top three.  
 A total of 37 comments were made on the Delphi survey and descriptive survey (20 and 
17 respectively).  Positive comments included: “Advisors were very personal and helpful.  They 
helped me switch out some classes and graduate early;” “My advisors were great! They helped 
make sure I had all the classes when I needed them to graduate in four years and told me when to 
take the Praxis;” and many of the positive comments included advisors by name (Pam Matlock 
four times, Barbara Washington, Debbie Bell, and Ajay Das).  
 Although the majority of respondents to the survey were satisfied with the level of 
advising, 14 students reported a lack of lack of availability of advising and inaccurate advising.  
Comments included: “I highly valued academic advising; however, my adviser ended up coming 
from the English department instead solely because my educational advisor was never available, 
Alexander Hall was difficult to navigate for offices, and my subject advisor was more helpful;” 
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 “I was never made aware of who my COEHS adviser was and had to find out on my own. 
Additionally, due to the high demands of her position (also due to what was the new extended 
practicum policies), it was difficult to make appointments to meet with her;” and “I was wrongly 
advised in the end of my program.”  
Financial Factors 
 Question 3 asked respondents to rank the importance of scholarship opportunities on 
degree completion.  Overall 63 percent (n=86) of graduates identified scholarship opportunities 
as either important (n=45) or very important (n=41) but only 34.26 percent of respondents were 
satisfied or very satisfied with a mean of 3.04 for availability of scholarship opportunities.  A 
total of 26.6 percent of students reported receiving scholarships with the vast majority receiving 
some type of financial aid: grants, federal work study, or loans (15.96 percent, 3.19 percent, and 
43.62 percent respectively).   
 A total of 27 comments were made on the Delphi and descriptive surveys (17 on the 
Delphi survey and 10 on the descriptive survey respectively).  Twenty-three comments stated 
there was a lack of scholarships available:   “Unaware of any scholarship opportunites [sic]. This 
process was rarely spoken of. Almost totally on your own with little of no guidance;” “Very 
important but not many available;” and “Not adequate but very important.”  When asked to 
choose the most important three expectations, scholarship opportunities was ranked seventh 
along with faculty and staff interactions and education courses.   
 Table 22 displays the frequency distribution of Financial Factor variable responses from 
the Delphi study and Table 23 the frequency distribution for the descriptive survey.  Table 24 
displays the Delphi study descriptive statics of the Financial Factor variables and Table 25 
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Approximately .72% (n=1) of graduates elected not to respond to the question about scholarship  
 
opportunities.    
 
 
Table 23  
 





















Approximately 1.8% (n=2) of graduates elected not to respond to the question about scholarship  
 
opportunities.   
 
 
Table 24  
 
Delphi Survey Descriptive Statistics of Financial Factors Variables 
 n M Mdn SD 
Scholarship 
Opportunities 




Table 25  
 
Descriptive Survey Descriptive Statistics of Financial Factors Variables 
 n M Mdn SD 
Scholarship 
Opportunities 





 Question 4 asked respondents to rank the importance of opportunities to participate in co-
curricular activities on degree completion.    Overall 58 percent (n=78) of graduates identified 
co-curricular activities as either not important (n=25) or only slightly important (n=53) while 
47.79 percent of respondents on the descriptive survey were either satisfied or very satisfied with 
the opportunities to participate in co-curricular activities within the COEHS with a mean of 3.44.  
Availability of co-curricular activities ranked fourth on the list of least important expectations 
when ranked by the graduates.  
 Twelve respondents provide comments (seven on the Delphi survey and five on the 
descriptive survey).  Comments were largely positive: “I was a COEHS Ambassador and was in 
the Best Buddies program. I believe there can always be room for more activities though;” and 
“Many professional organization [sic] in field were available.”  Important to note are the 
comments from students attending the regional campuses: “Extended campuses were not 
afforded the same opportunities;” and simply “regional campus.” 
  Question 5 asked respondents to rank the importance of communication within the 
COEHS to degree completion.  Overall 79 percent (n=107) of graduates identified 
communication within the COEHS as either important (n=69) or very important (n=38), and 
65.74 percent of respondents being either satisfied or very satisfied with communication in the 
COEHS.  A total of 16 comments were made on the Delphi and Descriptive surveys (six and ten 
respectively).  Although the mean was 3.56 on the feedback survey, the comments were largely 
negative: “There was never any direct advising communication between the COEHS and 
students. Only about once a semester and multiple times during student teaching;” “the 
89 
 
communitcation [sic] was very minimal. it [sic] needs to be more;” and “Communication was 
one way.  I either communicated with everyone, or did not get information.”  
 Multiple comments referenced the student teaching process: “Communication was very 
poor. Due to not knowing about a meeting I had to attend, I had to wait an entire year before I 
could student teach;” “The expectation for me to observe a single flyer among numerous others 
telling me of a required meeting for me to eventually student teach is ridiculous.  Due to this, I 
was forced to postpone my education tract for another semester if not a year;” and “almost 
missed student teaching because deadlines were not clearly communicated be [sic] profs [sic].” 
  Question 6 asked respondents to rank the importance of diversity experiences on degree 
completion.  Overall 66 percent (n=90) of graduates identified diversity experiences as either 
important (n=64) or very important (n=26) and 66.67 percent of respondents were either satisfied 
or very satisfied with the how the diversity experiences contributed to the learning and 
preparation for a diverse workplace with a mean of 3.65.  Eight respondents provide comments 
on the Delphi and descriptive surveys (six and two respectively).   
 Six of the comments cited a lack of diversity or lack of preparation to work in a diverse 
environment:  “I was not prepared for a diverse workplace. I feel as if I was only prepared to 
work within the Hopkins County School District (Madisonville MSU Campus--2+2 program);”  
“felt ill prepared for a diverse work experience;” and “Little diversity with COEHS and little to 
no preparation that helped to prepare for a workplace setting.”  Important to note is 90 of the 95 
respondents choosing to identify a racial or ethnic group on the descriptive survey, identified as 
white/Caucasian. Diversity experiences was ranked ten on the list of most important expectations 
with 9.62 percent of respondents placing diversity experiences in the top three. 
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 Question 7 asked respondents to rank the importance of opportunities to participate in 
extra-curricular activities on degree completion.    Overall 56 percent of graduates identified 
extra-curricular activities as either not important or only slightly important.  Graduates ranked 
availability of extra-curricular activities third (33.98 percent) on the list of least important 
expectations, but 51.38 percent of respondents were either satisfied or very satisfied with 
opportunities to participate in extra-curricular activities with a mean of 3.5.  There were a total of 
six comments with three each from the Delphi and descriptive surveys with three comments 
noting the lack of time to participate in extra-curricular activities: “200 hours of practicum before 
student teaching forced me to give up extra-curricular activities I already had;” “There were 
activities but I didn't have time for them” and “No time for sports! I have homework to do!”  
 Question 8 asked respondents to rank the importance of faculty accessibility on degree 
completion.  Overall 86 percent of graduates identified faculty accessibility as either important or 
very important and 87.16 percent of respondents were either satisfied or very satisfied with the 
accessibility of COEHS faculty with a mean of 4.0.  Eleven respondents, seven from the Delphi 
survey and four from the descriptive survey, provided comments on the accessibility of COEHS 
faculty: “Faculty were always willing and available to meet with me and made themselves 
available during their office hours.”  Faculty accessibility was ranked number six on the most 
important expectations with 14.42 percent of respondents placing the importance of faculty 
accessibility in the top three expectations. 
 Question 9 asked respondents to rank the importance of faculty and student interactions 
within the COEHS on degree completion.  Overall 88 percent of graduates identified faculty and 
student interactions within the COEHS as either important or very important, and 86.66 percent 
of respondents on the descriptive survey were either satisfied or very satisfied with the level of 
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interactions with faculty with a mean of 4.10.  Faculty and student interactions was ranked 
seventh along with two additional variables on the list of most important expectations. Nine 
respondents provided comments on the Delphi and descriptive surveys (four and five 
respectively).   Positive comments included: “I experienced a mutual respect between myself and 
all my COE professors;” and “The members of the faculty were mostly practitioners and very 
knowledgeable.”   
 Question 10 asked respondents to rank the importance of peer interactions within the 
COEHS on degree completion.  Overall 72 percent of graduates identified peer interactions 
within the COEHS as either important or very important.  Over 80 percent of respondents to the 
descriptive survey were either satisfied or very satisfied with peer interactions within the 
COEHS with a mean of 4.04.  When asked if peer interactions within the COEHS contributed to 
the student graduating,   nine respondents provide comments, five on the Delphi survey and four 
on the descriptive survey.  Four noted the importance of peer interactions and impact on their 
personal experiences: “.If it were not for my peers, I doubt I would had even graduated or made 
it through the program. They seemed to be the best sources of information on what all needed to 
be done in order to complete the program;”  and “I had a small tight knit group that I was able to 
lean on that made my experience much better.”    
 Question 11 asked respondents to rank the importance of quality programing within the 
COEHS on degree completion.  Overall 87 percent of graduates identified quality programing 
within the COEHS as either important or very important.  However, when asked to rate the level 
of satisfaction for “Quality of the program:  The quality of the education received in the COEHS 
was high,” only 77.98 percent were satisfied or very satisfied with a mean score of 3.93.  
 Eighteen respondents provide comments on the Delphi and descriptive surveys (seven 
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and eleven respectively). Two respondents commented on the overemphasis of elementary 
education: “Very focused on elementary school (minimal consideration for secondary 
education);” and “My general education classes were focused on Middle School and Elementary 
School majors. It really was a determent when I entered the High School world.”  Five 
respondents noted more instruction on classroom management and relationship building was 
needed.    
 Comments included: “Classroom management class are a must. As a new teacher I was 
not prepared. I had a classes that intagrated [sic] Champs which is all well and good, but did not 
prepare me for how to handle situations that arise daily in the classrom [sic] with student 
management. Defining rules and expectations is only the beginning. (Everything else was fine).”  
 In addition, two of the respondents noted a lack of rigor in the coursework: “Most of 
what I learned was common sense;” “There is so much in teaching that was not taught, while too 
much pressure and importance was insinuated with busywork in more classes than not;” and “In 
many courses, we were just given busy work.”   However, the majority of students were satisfied 
with the quality of education received: “As a current teacher, I feel that I was well prepared to 
teach!” One respondent recommended frontloading a portion of the practicum hours in the 
semester leading up to student teaching.  Quality of programming ranked fourth on the list of 









Delphi Survey Frequency Distribution of Institutional Climate Variables 
% 
n 
Not Important Only Slightly 
Important 





















































































The following are the percentages of graduates electing not to respond:  co-curricular activities  
 
2.89% (n=4);  communication with the COEHS 1.45% (n=2); diversity experiences and extra- 
 
curricular activities .72% (n=1); communication within the COEHS, diversity experiences, and  
 
peer interactions 1.81% (n=2); faculty accessibility 13.04% (n=18); and faculty and student  
 











Table 27  
 





















































































































The following are the percentages of graduates electing not to respond:  co-curricular activities,  
 
extracurricular activities, faculty accessibility, and quality of the program .99% (n=1);  
 
communication within the COEHS, diversity experiences, and peer interactions 1.81% (n=2); and  
 






Table 28  
 
Delphi Survey Descriptive Statistics of Institutional Climate Variables 




134 2.30 2.00 .850 
Communication 
within the COEHS 
 








137 2.34 2.00 .903 
Faculty Accessibility 
 
120 3.27 3.00 .747 
Faculty and Student 
Interactions 
 
122 3.32 3.00 .719 
Peer Interactions 
 
122 2.92 3.00 .878 
Quality of the 
Program 










Table 29  
 
Descriptive Survey Descriptive Statistics of Institutional Climate Variables 
 n M Mdn SD 
Co-curricular 
Activities 
109 3.44 3 .897 
Communication 
within the COEHS 
108 3.57 4 1.101 
Diversity 
Experiences 
108 3.65 4 .940 
Extra-curricular 
activities 
109 3.51 4 .878 
Faculty Accessibility 109 4.08 4 .840 
Faculty and Student 
Interactions 
105 4.11 4 .784 
Peer Interactions 108 4.04 4 .819 
Quality of the 
Program 
109 3.93 4 1.016 
 
Support Services Variables 
 Question 12 asked respondents to rank the importance of academic tutoring on degree 
completion.    Overall 57 percent of graduates identified academic tutoring as either not 
important or only slightly important.  Approximately 29 percent of respondents were either 
satisfied or very satisfied with the quality of tutoring provided within the COEHS with the 
majority of respondents (61.47 percent) neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with a mean 3.27.  
Surprisingly, academic tutoring ranked fifth on the least important expectations list with over 21 
percent.   Thirteen comments were provided on the Delphi and descriptive surveys (five and 
eight respectively.  Nine of the respondents did not use or require tutoring which directly speaks 
to the efforts of professors both in and out of the classroom. 
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 Question 13 asked graduates to rank the importance of job placement and career services.  
Overall, 58.2 percent of graduates identified job placement and career services as important or 
very important.  When respondents were asked to provide feedback on how helpful the COEHS 
was in obtaining employment upon graduation, the majority of were neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied (39.22 percent) with 38.24 percent being either satisfied or very satisfied with a mean 
of 3.25.  However, job placement and career services was number on the list of most important 
expectations chosen by respondents at 40.38 percent.   
 A total of 29 comments were made on the Delphi survey and descriptive survey (16 and 
13 respectively.  Positive comments were focused on the assistance received in preparing for 
transition after graduation: “I obtained employment without the assistance of COEHS; however, 
I did appreciate that they walked us through the EPBS forms and certifications;” and “Although I 
did not accept the position that I received through networking with the COE, I did have help 
through resume workshopping and fairs in order to secure employment.”   
 Nine comments referenced not receiving assistance or failure to find a job.  Two 
comments indicated a need to expand the job placement search geographically: “Most the 
opportunities were just for areas near Murray. I would have been nice to have more opportunities 
to talk with counties that were in other areas. There were not any Jefferson County, Oldham 
County, etc. that were close to Louisville.” 
 Question 14 asked respondents to rank the importance of library resources in supporting 
studies.  Overall, 64.75 percent of graduates identified library resources as either important or 
very important.  When graduates were asked to provide feedback on the quality of library 
resources, 38.24 percent of graduate were either satisfied or very satisfied with a mean of 2.73 
for the question.  Library resources was ranked sixth on the least important expectations list.   
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 Respondents provided 13 comments on the Delphi and descriptive surveys (five and eight 
respectively).  Comments were overwhelmingly positive about the available library resources in 
the COEHS:  “Always avalaible [sic] when needed, resources were plenty;” “I can't tell you how 
many papers I had to write and the stacks of books I checked out!” “The CMC was absolutely 
amazing and helpful!” “Absolutely!!! Especially the PRAXIS guides and helping find resources 
for lesson planning;” and “loved the COEHS library.”   
 Question 15 asked respondents to rank the importance of student success initiatives on 
degree completion.  Overall 66.95 percent of graduates identified student success initiatives as 
important or very important with a mean of 2.71.  When graduates were asked to provide 
feedback on how the student success initiatives impacted encouraged students to succeed, nearly 
60 percent of respondents were either satisfied or very satisfied with the initiatives provided.  
The mean was 3.6.  Student success initiatives were ranked seventh on the list of least important 
expectations (14.56 percent).  
 A total of seven comments were provided by respondents on student success initiatives 
on the Delphi and descriptive surveys (three and four respectively).  Two respondents did not 
know of any initiatives and two respondents described themselves as self-motivated not needing 











Delphi Survey Frequency Distribution of Support Services Variables 
% 
n 
Not Important Only Slightly 
Important 
Important Very Important 






































The following are the percentages of graduates electing not to respond:  academic tutoring and  
 




Table 31  
 

































































The following are the percentages of graduates electing not to respond:  academic tutoring .9%  
 







Table 32  
Delphi Survey Descriptive Statistics of Support Service Variables 
 n M Mdn SD 
Academic Tutoring 121 2.33 2.00 .889 
Job Placement and  
Career Services 
 
122 2.60 3.00 1.10 
Library Resources 122 2.73 3.00 .979 
Student Success 
Initiatives 
121 2.71 3.00 .908 
 
Table 33  
Descriptive Survey Descriptive Statistics of Support Service Variables 
 n M Mdn SD 
Academic Tutoring     
Job Placement and  
Career Services 
 
    
Library Resources     
Student Success 
Initiatives 
    
 
Teaching and Learning Variables 
 Question 16 asked graduates to rank the importance of assessment used during instruction 
on a student’s degree completion.  Overall, 80.36 percent of respondents identified assessment as 
either important or very important with 81.37 percent of respondents on the descriptive survey 
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being either satisfied or very satisfied with how assessment were used to assess the taught 
curriculum.  The mean of the satisfaction scale was 3.93.   
 Respondents provided six comments on the Delphi and descriptive surveys (four and 
two).  Comments included the following: “I appreciate the fact that there were not a lot of hard 
"tests" that required studying. I am appreciative because I spend a lot of time actually teaching 
and did not want to study for a test;” and “Rubrics were used to grade work as objectively as 
possible.” 
 Question 17 asked graduates to rank the importance of the educational environment 
within the COEHS.  Overall, 84.07 percent of respondents identified educational environment as 
important or very important.  When asked to give the level of satisfaction with the following 
comment: “The educational environment in the COEHS was positive and conducive to learning;” 
87.26 percent reported being either satisfied or very satisfied with a mean of 4.07.  Minimal 
comments were providing in response to the COEHS learning environment, two on the Delphi 
survey and one on the descriptive survey. Comments included: “In general I liked all my 
professors;” “Depending on the instructor, obviously;” and “Very stuffy environment. Too black 
and white.” 
 Question 18 asked graduates to rank the importance of collaborative work opportunities 
with 71.93 percent of respondents believing collaborative work opportunities were either 
important or very important.  When asked to respond to the statement, “Collaborative work 
opportunities were used appropriately and added to the level of instruction,” 81.38 percent of 
respondents were either satisfied or very satisfied with a mean of 3.89.   
 A total of ten comments were provided on the Delphi and descriptive surveys (five on 
each survey).  The majority of comments were negative in nature: “I despise collaborative work, 
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at MCC/ Murray Campus too much time was spent in collaborative groups then you get a real 
job and you are thrown to the wolves to figure everything out on your own;” “I didn't have the 
confidence in my peers to collaborative work opportunities;” and “Group work was unrealistic.”   
 Question 19 asked students to rank the importance of critical thinking on degree 
completion.  Of the respondents on the Delphi survey, 84.21 percent ranked critical thinking as 
either important over very important.  On the Descriptive survey, graduates were asked to 
provide feedback on instructors in the COEHS encouraging student to critically think and 
problem solve.  Over 83 percent of respondents were either satisfied or very satisfied with a 
mean of 4.0.   
 Four comments were provided in response to the critical thinking question, three on the 
Delphi survey and one on the descriptive survey. The comments were minimal, largely negative 
in nature, and did not reflect the overall satisfaction score. 
 Question 20 asked students to rank the importance of relevant educational courses.  
Overall, 68.42 percent ranked educational courses as either important or very important.  When 
asked to respond on the descriptive feedback survey to how relevant the educational courses 
were in preparation for the workplace, 68.63 percent were either satisfied or very satisfied with a 
mean of 3.63.  Education courses ranked seventh on the list of most important expectations with 
12.5 percent.   
 Twenty-seven comments were provided on the Delphi and descriptive survey (ten and 
seventeen respectively).  Comments included: “No only one or two if my classes provided me 
with real life training;” “Only a few of my classes actually prepared me for what I'm doing;” “I 
feel like it needs to be made known that all teaching experiences are different. While I was 
prepared the best I thought possible by the COEHS department, I was still in no way prepared for 
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a lot of the things I face as a teacher. I think the students need to know that;” and “Nothing really 
prepares you for the real thing, but it was a good look into the career.”   
 Multiple comments again referenced the need for more classroom management 
instruction: “The curriculum courses were beneficial to me but I could have used a course in 
classroom management. I feel that every new teacher struggles in their classroom management 
skills;” and “I think a discipline course or course that teaches strategies to deal with students with 
particularly difficult behavior. I teach in an urban area and disciple and strategies for these 
students could be improved. My coteaching opportunities were very beneficial. I recommend 
getting together sped majors and gen ed curriculum majors together to plan at times.”  Several 
comments reference special education: “I wish I'd had more opportunities for a positive support 
system from teachers that focused on high school levels. I really struggled with documentation 
for IEPs and 504 plans and differentiation with GSSP students as well for high school classes;” 
and “Did not receive a lot of instruction in special ed. paperwork, developing and creating an 
IEP, and progress monitoring.”  
 Lastly, multiple comments referenced relevance to high school teaching: “Some classes 
were very helpful (like the SED class I took); others were not taught in a way that was relevant 
to my future work environment. They were geared towards the Elementary School and Middle 
School majors. Future High School teachers were told "these strategies will work to with 
adaptions" but were then left to own to figure out those adaptions. While I could do that now 
after having some years of teaching experience, as a student those adaptions are not apparent;” 
and “Strong elementary-focus.” 
 Question 21 asked students to rank the importance of extended learning opportunities on 
degree completion.  Overall, 66.98 percent of respondents identified extended learning 
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opportunities as either important or very important.  On the descriptive feedback survey, 70.59 
percent were either satisfied or very satisfied with the opportunities to extend learning outside of 
the classroom with a mean of 3.88.   
 Nine comments were provided by respondents with four on the Delphi survey and five on 
the descriptive survey.  Positive comments included: “Belize program was great;” and “There 
were more than enough, but since these were practicum hours and tutoring hours, I would not 
count them.”  Other comments included: “I had so many opportunities to work in a regular 
classroom for practicum but I do not get as many opportunities to work in a special education 
setting which I would have liked to do;” and “I do wish we had more field hours, but I 
understand they do now.” 
 Question 22 asked students to rank the importance of faculty expectations on students 
graduating.  Of respondents, 84.68 ranked faculty expectations of students as either important or 
very important.  When graduates were asked to provide feedback on the faculty expectations of 
them, 87.25 were either satisfied or very satisfied with a mean of 4.20.  Eight comments were 
provided on the Delphi and descriptive surveys (five and three respectively).   
 Although the mean score for Question 22 was one of the highest mean scores, the 
majority of comments were negative in nature: “Some faculty had high expectations while some 
did not care at all;” and “The COEHS has low academic expectations for students. There are too 
many teachers and not enough jobs. They should increase their expectations and aim for quality 
over quantity;” Again, Pam Matlock was mentioned by name as “being the greatest.” 
 Question 23 asked students to rank the importance of feedback received from faculty.  
Overall, 81.25 ranked feedback as either important or very important.  On the descriptive 
feedback survey, 76.24 percent of respondents were either satisfied or very satisfied with the 
105 
 
feedback received from COEHS faculty and how the feedback contributed to learning.  The 
mean for Question 23 of the descriptive survey was 3.87.  Faculty expectations was ranked tenth 
on the list of most important expectations at 9.62 percent. 
 There were four comments received on the Delphi and descriptive surveys (three and one 
respectively).  Again the majority of comments provided did not fit the level of satisfaction: 
“Very little feedback was given at COEHS. I only received feedback from teachers after 
practicum experiences, from my student teaching supervisor, and cooperating teachers;” and 
“don’t [sic] remember getting feed back [sic].”  However, one respondent responded with the 
following: “Checks and balances were in place to ensure requirements were fulfilled.” 
 Question 24 asked respondents to rank the importance of general education requirements 
on degree completion.  Overall, 68.19 percent of respondents identified general education 
requirements as important or very important.  When asked if general education courses were 
successful in preparing students for core content courses, 71.28 percent were either satisfied or 
very satisfied with a mean of 3.82.  The variable general education requirement was ranked eight 
on the least important expectations (11.65 percent).  Respondents provided a total of six 
comments, four on the Delphi survey and two on the descriptive feedback survey.  Comments 
included: “did not prepare me for core content;” and “The Languages did not prepare me for the 
rigor of the Language Praxis.” 
 Question 25 asked respondents to rank the importance of faculty instructional delivery on 
persisting to degree completion.  Overall, 82.15 percent of respondents identified instructional 
delivery as either important or very important.  Of graduates responding to Question 25 on the 
descriptive feedback survey, 83.16 percent were satisfied or very satisfied with instructors use of 
techniques to include lecture and discussion to promote learning with a mean of 3.99.  
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Comments included: “I wish there was LESS discussion & group work! Not everyone learns that 
way;” and “They used the same strategies over and over.” 
 Question 26 asked respondents to rank the importance of learning communities on 
persisting to graduation.  Of respondents, only 59.63 percent believed learning communities 
were important or very important.  When asked to respond on the descriptive feedback survey, 
64.21 percent were either satisfied or very satisfied and over 28 percent were neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied with learning communities in the COEHS with a mean of 3.74.  Learning 
communities was ranked tenth on the list of least important expectations.  
 Two comments were provided on each survey.  Comments included: “Knowing what a 
true "PLC" looks and feels like now in the workplace... this did not exist at the student level in 
college, though it could have and might have been helpful;” and “It would be more beneficial to 
restructure how Murray builds and implements the learning communites [sic]. As is, they did not 
exist in a manner that prepared me for learning communities in the school system.” 
 Question 27 ranked second on the list of most important expectations by respondents and 
asked respondents to rank the importance of Praxis preparation on degree completion.  Of 
respondents, 72.72 percent believed Praxis preparation was important or very important.  On the 
descriptive feedback survey, 62.77 percent were either satisfied or very satisfied that the 
coursework in the COEHS prepared them for the Praxis exams.   
 Twenty comments were provided on the Delphi and descriptive surveys (eleven and nine 
respectively).  Positive comments included: “study material was avlaible [sic]and course aligned 
so curriulum [sic] match requirements for praxis;” “Each class provided extensive coursework 
relevant to Praxis preparation’” and “Murray State University has now removed the requirement 
to take EDU 405 which covered curriculum and assessment. The Praxis exam contained many 
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questions about material we covered in that class. I was part of the last class to be required to 
take that course. I don't know what students are saying now, but I feel I would not have been 
successful without EDU 405.” 
  Other comments included: “Out of the required EDU classes, I believe only two 
prepared me for the PRAXIS (assessments & law);” “I felt like very little of what I learned in 
classes were on the Praxis tests, especially from the general education standpoint;” and “Much of 
the content on the Praxis was not covered in coursework.”   
 Three comments referenced problems passing specific Praxis exams: “Couldn't not pass 
the praxis science, social studies, or math this is why I'm not teaching;” “I'm a good test taker 
and did fine with the PLT, but the Praxis in Spanish was way MORE than I was prepared for. 
The Spanish department did me a disservice by awarding grades of B's and then I failed the 
Spanish praxis. Why the disconnect;” “Still have not passed the foreign language exam;” and “I 
did not feel like any courses prepared me for the science and social studies practicums. I really 
struggled on those two exams and I know many others that did as well.” 
 Question 28 asked respondents to rank the importance of professor experiences and 
expertise.  Overall, 86.11 percent of respondents believed professor experiences and expertise 
was important or very important and ranked the variable number five on the list of most 
important expectations (19.23 percent).  Over 85 percent were either satisfied or very satisfied on 
the descriptive feedback survey with a mean of 4.12.  Eight comments were provided on the 
Delphi and descriptive surveys (five and three respectively).  Positive comments included: “The 
best instructors were the ones who used their experience to explain complex ideals;” and “with 
the exeption [sic] of a few.” This comment best reflects the mean score of the descriptive 
feedback survey: “My professors were the best part of the education department for me. Their 
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experiences, and what they shared about the real world, prepared me better than any textbook 
ever did.” 
 Question 29 asked respondents to rank the importance of research opportunities on 
degree completion.  Research opportunities ranked third on the list of least important 
expectations (30 percent), and 54.54 percent of respondents ranked the expectation as not 
important or only slightly important.  Over 45 percent of respondents were either satisfied or 
very satisfied with research opportunities available with a mean of 3.38.  Seven comments were 
provided on the Delphi survey and descriptive survey (two and five respectively).  
 Three comments provided stated there were not opportunities advertised or available.  
Three comments noted interaction with research opportunities outside of the COEHS: “Research 
opportunities are very important and I would have loved to be a part of a research group. COEHS 
did not advertise any research opportunities. Honestly, it felt like many of our "observations" that 
we were required to do in our courses were ways of COEHS forcing every student to conduct 
research for them. In the department of Biology's lobby they have a T.V. The sole purpose of 
that T.V. is to display a slide show of professors and their research groups as well as giving 
contact information if you would like to join;” “ I was a member of the Honors Program, 
now Honors College, and therefore did research outside of the COEHS;” and “I participated in 
research as a Presidential Fellow.”  One graduate did reference a research course: “I loved the 
research course. I would have loved to have more. I actually felt like this was a true graduate 
course.” 
 Question 30 asked respondents to rank the importance of student learning styles being 
addressed on persistence to graduation.  Overall, 76.37 percent stated the expectation was 
important or very important, but the expectation was ranked ninth on the list of least important 
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expectations.  When asked to rank the level of satisfaction with individual learning styles being 
addressed by COEHS faculty, 74.74 percent were either satisfied or very satisfied with a mean of 
3.79.  A total of ten comments were made, five on each survey.  
 Two comments referenced group work: “To much group work.”  Realistic comments 
included: “This is college, my learning style is truly [sic] a non factor [sic];” “My learning style 
was addressed but so was everyone else's. Curriculum was not modified for me or anyone else;” 
and “I just had to get through it. There was so much to do!” 
 Question 31 asked respondents to rank the importance of instructional technology in the 
classroom on degree completion.  Overall, 76 percent of respondents ranked the expectation as 
important or very important.  When graduates were asked to provide feedback on the use of 
technology in the classroom contributing to teaching and learning, 77.09 percent were either 
satisfied or very satisfied with a mean of 3.86.  A total of ten comments were provided, five on 
each survey.  
 Two comments referenced the use of an online portfolio: “The use of Livetext proved to 
be a massive waste of time. A total of ZERO of my interviewers had even heard of Livetext, and 
none of them were interested in review the materials saved in my Livetext portfolio;” and “The 
assignments on the educational portfolio software could have been better managed (and could 
have been kept on a cheaper portfolio).”  Comments included: “more websites to explore for the 
classroom would be helpful as well as navigating a school website and what all is included;” and 
Over reliant on instructional technology.” 
Table 34 
 
Delphi Survey Frequency Distribution of Teaching and Learning Variables 
% 
n 
Not Important Only Slightly 
Important 
Important Very Important 
Assessment 3.57% 16.07% 56.25% 24.11% 
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(4) (18) (63) (27) 
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The following are the percentages of graduates electing not to respond: collaborative work, critical  
 
thinking, and education courses 17.4% (n=24) ; COEHS educational environment, 18.1% (n=25);   
 
assessment, extended learning opportunities, feedback, and instructional delivery 18.8% (n=26);  
 
faculty expectations 19.6% (n=27); general education requirements, Praxis preparation, research  
 
opportunities, and student learning styles 20.3% (n=28); learning communities 21.01% (n=29);  
 
professor experiences and expertise 21.74% (n=30); and use of instructional technology 25/36%  
 














Table 35  
 



































































































































































































































The following are the percentages of graduates electing not to respond:  assessment, COEHS  
 
educational environment, collaborative work, critical thinking, education courses, extended learning  
 
opportunities, and faculty expectations 7.27% (n=8); feedback and general education requirements  
 
8.18% (n=9); instructional delivery, learning communities, and student learning styles 13.6%  
 
(n=15); Praxis preparation and professor experiences and expertise 14.55% (n=16); and research  
 



























Delphi Survey Descriptive Statistics of Teaching and Learning Variables 
 n M Mdn SD 
Assessment 
 




113 3.12 3 .734 
Collaborative Work 
 
114 2.9 3 .798 
Critical Thinking 
 
114 3.11 3 .791 
Education Courses 
 




112 2.90 3 .900 
Faculty Expectations 
 
111 27 3 .829 
Feedback 112 3.09 3 .823 
General Education 
Requirements 
110 2.89 3 .817 
Instructional 
Delivery 
112 3.17 3 .758 
Learning 
Communities 
109 2.64 3 .856 









110 2.4 2 .950 
Student Learning 
Styles 
110 2.94 3 .770 
Use of Instructional 
Technology 
103 3.00 3 .792 
 
 
Table 37  
 
Descriptive Survey Descriptive Statistics of Teaching and Learning Variables 
 n M Mdn SD 
Assessment 
 




102 4.07 4 .735 
Collaborative Work 
 
102 3.89 4 .843 
Critical Thinking 
 
102 4.00 4 .758 
Education Courses 
 




102 3.88 4 .824 
Faculty Expectations 
 
102 4.20 4 .704 





101 3.82 4 .942 
Instructional 
Delivery 
95 3.99 4 .779 
Learning 
Communities 
95 3.66 4 1.15 




94 4.12 4 .828 
Research 
Opportunities 
96 3.38 3 .997 
Student Learning 
Styles 
95 3.79 4 .955 
Use of Instructional 
Technology 




Comparison of Expectations with Student Behaviors and Demographic Characteristics 
 In order to answer Research Question 4, “What are the differences in perceptions across 
student behaviors and demographic groups,” correlational analyses were conducted comparing 
student behaviors and demographics as indicated on the descriptive survey with the perceptions 
of each of the 31 variables.  There is a longstanding debate of what statistical tests should be 
used when examining Likert scale data, parametric tests or nonparametric tests.  Likert item data 
are discrete, ordinal, and have a limited range (Frost, 2016).  Table 38 provides a comparison of 







Comparison of Expectations: Their Importance and the Degree to Which is Met 
     
Expectation Importance Degree Met 
 Rank M SD Rank M SD 
Academic Factors          
First year programs 26 2.15 0.943 27 3.33 0.986 
Academic Advising 6 3.12 0.892 14 3.85 1.104 
Financial Factors       
Scholarship opportunities 16 2.82 0.987 31 3.04 1.085 
Institutional Climate       
Co-curricular activities 25 2.3 0.85 25 3.44 0.897 
Communication within the COEHS 10 3.01 0.807 23 3.56 1.105 
Diversity Experiences 18 2.72 0.913 20 3.65 0.94 
Extra-curricular activities 23 2.34 0.903 24 3.5 0.878 
Faculty accessibility 2 3.28 0.747 4 4.08 0.84 
Faculty and student interactions 1 3.32 0.719 3 4.1 0.784 
Peer interactions 13 2.92 0.878 5 4.04 0.819 
Quality of the program 2 3.28 0.753 8 3.93 1.016 
Support Services       
Academic tutoring 24 2.33 0.889 28 3.27 0.789 
Job placement and career services 21 2.6 1.096 29 3.25 1.123 
Library resources 17 2.73 0.979 21 3.65 0.886 
Student success initiatives 19 2.71 0.908 17 3.77 0.583 
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Teaching and Learning       
Assessment 10 3.01 0.741 30 3.21 1.008 
COEHS educational environment 6 3.12 0.734 9 3.93 0.799 
Collaborative Work 14 2.9 0.798 10 3.89 0.843 
Critical thinking 7 3.11 0.791 6 4 0.758 
Education Courses 14 2.92 0.894 22 3.63 1.08 
Extended learning opportunities 14 2.9 0.9 11 3.88 0.824 
Faculty expectations 4 3.2 0.829 1 4.2 0.704 
Feedback 8 3.09 0.823 12 3.87 0.924 
General education requirements 15 2.89 0.817 15 3.82 0.942 
Instructional delivery 5 3.17 0.758 7 3.99 0.779 
Learning communities 20 2.64 0.856 18 3.74 0.866 
Praxis preparation 9 3.02 0.948 19 3.66 1.151 
Professor experiences and expertise 3 3.21 0.749 2 4.12 0.828 
Research opportunities 22 2.4 0.95 26 3.37 0.997 
Student learning styles 12 2.94 0.77 16 3.79 0.955 
Use of instructional technology 11 3 0.792 13 3.86 0.969 
 
 As such, there is the question of whether ordinal data provides a normal distribution in 
which parametric statistics is based (Sullivan and Artino, 2013).   However, nonparametric tests 
are not simply an alternative to parametric tests and have characteristics required for accurate 
results.  Winter and Dodou (2010) conducted a study comparing the t-test versus the Mann-
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Whitney-Wilcoxon on five point Likert item data.  Both tests showed similar power and error 
rates.   
 For this study, an initial comparison was conducted using a parametric test (independent-
samples t-test) and a nonparametric test (Mann-Whitney U or Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney test).  
The 31 expectations were used as independent variables and gender as the dependent variable.  A 
comparison of the results revealed only a slight variance between the parametric and 
nonparametric tests.  Parametric tests, independent-sample t-test and one-way analysis of 
variance (ANOVA), were used to conduct the remaining correlational analyses for this research.   
 In all, seven behaviors or demographic characteristics did not provide enough variability 





Perceptions and Demographic Variables with Lack of Distribution 
Question Number Variable Type of Variable 
   
Question 33 Desire to become a teacher Behavior 
   
Question 34 Participation in class education 
courses 
Behavior 
   
Question 35 Motivation Behavior 
   
Question 36 Academic Participation 
outside of the classroom 
Behavior 
Question 37 Personal expectations Behavior 
   
Question 40 Race and Ethnicity Demographic 
   






 An independent-samples t-test was run to determine if there were difference in the 
expectations between males and females.  Of the 31 expectations compared (see Table 40), nine 
showed statistical significance at the .05 alpha level: Question 2, academic advising (p=.001); 
Question 11, quality of the program (p=.034); Question 12, academic tutoring (p=.025); 
Question 16, assessment (p=.012); Question 17, COEHS educational environment (p=.001); 
Question 18, collaborative work (p=.007); Question 20, education courses (p=.001); Question 
22, faculty expectations (p=.026); and Question 30, student learning styles (p=.007).   
 Males generally had an overall more negative opinion of the expectations and were 
generally less satisfied.  Female respondents were more satisfied with their learning styles being 
addressed, faculty expectations, assessment, academic tutoring, academic advising and 
collaborative work opportunities.  
 Males showed a much higher level of dissatisfaction (38.1 percent dissatisfied or very 
dissatisfied as compared with 9.72 percent of females) with education courses being relevant and 
preparing the student for the workplace.  In addition, 93.06 percent of female respondents 
believed the COEHS educational environment was positive and conducive to learning as 
opposed to only 66.66 percent of male respondents.  Similarly, 81.94 percent of female 
respondents were either satisfied or very satisfied with the quality of the education received in 










Gender Independent-sample t-test for Equality of Means 
 Male Female  
 N M SD N M SD p 
Question 1 20.00 3.25 1.21 72.00 3.36 0.92 0.66 
Question 2 21.00 3.19 1.12 72.00 4.08 1.02 0.001 
Question 3 21.00 3.05 1.02 71.00 3.04 1.09 .984 
Question 4 21.00 3.19 0.87 72.00 3.50 0.90 .168 
Question 5 20.00 3.25 0.91 72.00 3.67 1.14 .135 
Question 6 21.00 3.52 0.93 71.00 3.63 0.97 .647 
Question 7 21.00 3.38 1.02 72.00 3.54 0.82 .458 
Question 8 21.00 3.81 0.98 72.00 4.15 0.76 .093 
Question 9 19.00 3.84 0.69 70.00 4.20 0.73 .060 
Question 10 20.00 4.00 0.65 21.00 3.52 1.17 .788 
Question 11 21.00 3.52 1.17 72.00 4.04 0.91 .034 
Question 12 21.00 2.95 0.67 72.00 3.39 0.80 .025 
Question 13 21.00 3.24 1.09 72.00 3.25 1.16 .967 
Question 14 21.00 3.57 0.81 72.00 3.67 0.93 .674 
Question 15 21.00 3.38 0.67 72.00 3.65 0.82 .170 
Question 16 21.00 3.57 0.87 72.00 4.03 0.67 .012 
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Question 17 21.00 3.57 0.98 72.00 4.18 0.59 .001 
Question 18 21.00 3.43 1.03 72.00 3.99 0.74 .007 
Question 19 21.00 3.71 0.78 72.00 4.04 0.74 .082 
Question 20 21.00 2.90 1.26 72.00 3.79 0.90 .001 
Question 21 21.00 3.71 0.72 72.00 3.89 0.85 .394 
Question 22 21.00 3.86 0.65 72.00 4.24 0.68 .026 
Question 23 20.00 3.50 1.15 72.00 3.94 0.85 .060 
Question 24 20.00 3.65 1.04 72.00 3.83 0.93 .451 
Question 25 20.00 3.70 0.73 72.00 4.06 0.77 .067 
Question 26 20.00 3.50 0.83 72.00 3.79 0.84 .171 
Question 27 19.00 3.74 1.15 72.00 3.65 1.13 .774 
Question 28 19.00 3.89 1.10 72.00 4.19 0.70 .150 
Question 29 21.00 3.24 0.94 72.00 3.43 1.02 .441 
Question 30 20.00 3.30 1.13 72.00 3.94 0.85 .007 
Question 31 21.00 3.62 1.12 72.00 3.94 0.90 .172 
 
 
 An independent-samples t-test was run to determine if there were difference in students 
entering college immediately upon graduating from high school and students entering college at 
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a later date.  There was no statistically significant difference in mean scores for the any of the 31 




College Entry Time Independent-sample t-test for Equality of Means 
 Yes No  
 N M SD N M SD p 
Question 1 80 3.263 0.990 14 3.714 0.825 .111 
Question 2 81 3.852 1.130 14 4.071 0.829 .489 
Question 3 80 3.025 1.114 14 3.214 0.699 .489 
Question 4 81 3.457 0.936 14 3.286 0.611 .512 
Question 5 81 3.568 1.140 13 3.692 0.751 .681 
Question 6 80 3.600 0.989 14 3.714 0.726 .512 
Question 7 81 3.519 0.896 14 3.500 0.650 .474 
Question 8 81 4.099 0.816 14 3.929 0.829 .928 
Question 9 77 4.169 0.733 14 4.000 0.784 .681 
Question 10 80 4.050 0.794 14 4.071 0.917 .719 
Question 11 81 3.926 1.034 14 4.000 0.679 .941 
Question 12 81 3.296 0.813 14 3.214 0.579 .524 
Question 13 81 3.284 1.132 14 3.000 1.109 .474 
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Question 14 81 3.667 0.922 14 3.500 0.760 .665 
Question 15 81 3.593 0.818 14 3.643 0.633 .435 
Question 16 81 3.951 0.773 14 3.857 0.535 .793 
Question 17 81 4.049 0.740 14 4.000 0.679 .928 
Question 18 81 3.864 0.891 14 3.929 0.475 .243 
Question 19 81 4.000 0.742 14 3.786 0.802 .797 
Question 20 81 3.568 1.117 14 3.929 0.616 .328 
Question 21 81 3.889 0.866 14 3.786 0.579 .719 
Question 22 81 4.198 0.660 14 4.000 0.877 .159 
Question 23 80 3.850 0.969 14 3.929 0.730 .387 
Question 24 81 3.864 0.945 13 3.462 0.967 .950 
Question 25 81 4.025 0.790 13 3.846 0.689 .524 
Question 26 81 3.753 0.874 13 3.769 0.725 .501 
Question 27 80 3.700 1.152 13 3.615 0.961 .828 
Question 28 80 4.163 0.818 13 4.000 0.707 .687 
Question 29 81 3.420 1.023 14 3.214 0.802 .665 
Question 30 80 3.825 0.978 14 3.714 0.726 .816 




 An independent-samples t-test was run to determine if there were difference in students 
that changed their major to education and student’s choosing education major at the start of 
college.  There was no statistically significant difference in mean scores for the any of the 31 




Selection Of Major Independent-sample t-test for Equality of Means 
 Yes No  
 N M SD N M SD p 
Question 1 80 3.263 0.990 14 3.714 0.825 0.111 
Question 2 81 3.852 1.130 14 4.071 0.829 0.489 
Question 3 80 3.025 1.114 14 3.214 0.699 0.541 
Question 4 81 3.457 0.936 14 3.286 0.611 0.512 
Question 5 81 3.568 1.140 14 3.692 0.751 0.705 
Question 6 80 3.600 0.989 13 3.714 0.726 0.681 
Question 7 81 3.519 0.896 14 3.500 0.650 0.941 
Question 8 81 4.099 0.816 14 3.929 0.829 0.474 
Question 9 77 4.169 0.733 14 4.000 0.784 0.435 
Question 10 80 4.050 0.794 14 4.071 0.917 0.928 
Question 11 81 3.926 1.034 14 4.000 0.679 0.797 
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Question 12 81 3.296 0.813 14 3.214 0.579 0.719 
Question 13 81 3.284 1.132 14 3.000 1.109 0.387 
Question 14 81 3.667 0.922 14 3.500 0.760 0.524 
Question 15 81 3.593 0.818 14 3.643 0.633 0.828 
Question 16 81 3.951 0.773 14 3.857 0.535 0.665 
Question 17 81 4.049 0.740 14 4.000 0.679 0.816 
Question 18 81 3.864 0.891 14 3.929 0.475 0.793 
Question 19 81 4.000 0.742 14 3.786 0.802 0.326 
Question 20 81 3.568 1.117 14 3.929 0.616 0.243 
Question 21 81 3.889 0.866 14 3.786 0.579 0.669 
Question 22 81 4.198 0.660 14 4.000 0.877 0.328 
Question 23 80 3.850 0.969 14 3.929 0.730 0.773 
Question 24 81 3.864 0.945 14 3.462 0.967 0.159 
Question 25 81 4.025 0.790 13 3.846 0.689 0.444 
Question 26 81 3.753 0.874 13 3.769 0.725 0.95 
Question 27 81 3.700 1.152 13 3.615 0.961 0.803 
Question 28 80 4.163 0.818 13 4.000 0.707 0.501 
Question 29 81 3.420 1.023 14 3.214 0.802 0.477 
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Question 30 80 3.825 0.978 14 3.714 0.726 0.687 
Question 31 81 3.901 0.970 14 3.786 0.893 0.678 
 
 An independent-samples t-test was run to determine if there were differences between 
students that participated in extra-curricular activities and students that did not participate in 
extra-curricular activities. Of the 31 expectations compared (see Table 43), only Question 27 
asking students to provide feedback on Praxis preparation was significant (p=.031) at the .05 
alpha level.  Students that participated in extra-curricular activities had a slightly higher 
satisfaction rate then other students.   
Table 43 
 
Participation in Extra-curricular Activities Independent-sample t-test for Equality of Means 
 Yes No  
 N M SD N M SD p 
Question 1 67 3.209 1.008 27 3.630 0.839 0.059 
Question 2 68 3.779 1.183 27 4.148 0.770 0.138 
Question 3 67 2.955 1.121 27 3.296 0.869 0.160 
Question 4 68 3.427 0.919 27 3.444 0.847 0.930 
Question 5 68 3.529 1.152 26 3.731 0.919 0.427 
Question 6 67 3.552 0.942 27 3.778 0.974 0.301 
Question 7 68 3.544 0.871 27 3.444 0.847 0.614 
Question 8 68 4.088 0.859 27 4.037 0.706 0.784 
Question 9 66 4.182 0.742 25 4.040 0.735 0.417 
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Question 10 67 3.985 0.807 27 4.222 0.801 0.200 
Question 11 68 3.868 1.064 27 4.111 0.751 0.281 
Question 12 68 3.279 0.770 27 3.296 0.823 0.925 
Question 13 68 3.265 1.141 27 3.185 1.111 0.758 
Question 14 68 3.691 0.966 27 3.519 0.700 0.401 
Question 15 68 3.544 0.854 27 3.741 0.594 0.277 
Question 16 68 3.912 0.768 27 4.000 0.679 0.603 
Question 17 68 4.074 0.759 27 3.963 0.649 0.507 
Question 18 68 3.838 0.891 27 3.963 0.706 0.517 
Question 19 68 4.000 0.733 27 3.889 0.801 0.518 
Question 20 68 3.515 1.113 27 3.889 0.892 0.123 
Question 21 68 3.868 0.896 27 3.889 0.641 0.911 
Question 22 68 4.191 0.697 27 4.111 0.698 0.615 
Question 23 67 3.776 0.997 27 4.074 0.730 0.163 
Question 24 67 3.851 0.957 27 3.704 0.953 0.502 
Question 25 67 3.955 0.787 27 4.111 0.751 0.381 
Question 26 67 3.702 0.888 27 3.889 0.751 0.337 
Question 27 66 3.849 1.070 27 3.296 1.171 0.031 
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Question 28 66 4.167 0.852 27 4.074 0.675 0.616 
 
Question 29 68 3.294 1.037 27 3.630 0.839 0.138 
Question 30 67 3.806 0.957 27 3.815 0.921 0.967 
Question 31 68 3.824 1.021 27 4.037 0.759 0.328 
 
 An independent-samples t-test was run to determine if there were differences between 
students that took a break from college of a semester or more and students that went 
continuously without an interruption in attendance. Of the 31 expectations compared (see Table 
44), only Question 12 asking students to provide feedback on quality of academic tutoring was 
significant (p=.029) at the .05 alpha level.  Over 15 percent of students taking a break from 
college were either satisfied or dissatisfied with the quality of tutoring while only 5.41 percent of 






Breaks in Continuous Enrollment Using Independent-sample t-test for Equality of Means 
 Yes No  
 N M SD N M SD p 
Question 1 20 3.350 0.813 73 3.329 1.028 0.932 
Question 2 20 4.000 1.026 74 3.838 1.111 0.588 
Question 3 20 2.900 0.788 76 3.082 1.127 0.500 
Question 4 20 3.150 0.933 74 3.514 0.880 0.109 
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Question 5 19 3.684 1.057 74 3.554 1.112 0.647 
Question 6 20 3.500 1.000 76 3.658 0.946 0.516 
Question 7 20 3.200 0.834 74 3.608 0.857 0.061 
Question 8 20 4.100 0.718 74 4.095 0.814 0.979 
Question 9 19 4.263 0.733 74 4.155 0.647 0.531 
Question 10 20 4.100 0.912 76 4.027 0.781 0.723 
Question 11 20 4.200 0.616 74 3.865 1.064 0.182 
Question 12 20 2.950 0.826 74 3.378 0.753 0.029 
Question 13 20 2.850 1.137 74 3.351 1.116 0.079 
Question 14 20 3.450 0.759 74 3.716 0.914 0.235 
Question 15 20 3.550 0.605 74 3.635 0.821 0.666 
Question 16 20 4.000 0.649 74 3.946 0.738 0.767 
Question 17 20 3.800 0.894 74 4.108 0.674 0.095 
Question 18 20 3.800 0.894 74 3.892 0.837 0.669 
Question 19 20 3.900 0.718 74 3.987 0.767 0.652 
Question 20 20 3.750 0.910 74 3.581 1.110 0.533 
Question 21 20 3.950 0.759 74 3.878 0.827 0.728 
Question 22 20 4.150 0.671 74 4.176 0.709 0.885 
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Question 23 20 3.900 0.718 73 3.890 0.936 0.966 
Question 24 20 3.550 0.945 73 3.877 0.957 0.178 
Question 25 20 4.050 0.826 73 3.986 0.773 0.748 
Question 26 20 3.700 1.031 73 3.767 0.808 0.758 
Question 27 19 3.579 1.017 73 3.699 1.151 0.681 
Question 28 20 4.200 0.696 72 4.125 0.838 0.715 
 
Question 29 20 3.500 0.607 74 3.392 1.044 0.659 
Question 30 19 3.632 0.684 74 3.851 1.003 0.370 
Question 31 20 3.550 0.999 74 3.973 0.936 0.080 
 
 A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if there were differences in satisfaction 
levels based on parent’s level of educational attainment.  There was no statistically significant 
difference in means scores for any of the 31 expectations.   
 
Table 45 
Parent’s Educational Attainment One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 
 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Question 1 Between Groups 7.546 5 1.509 1.635 .159 
Within Groups 81.230 88 .923   
Total 88.777 93    
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Question 2 Between Groups 3.016 5 .603 .494 .780 
Within Groups 108.710 89 1.221   
Total 111.726 94    
Question 3 Between Groups 1.505 5 .301 .257 .935 
Within Groups 103.229 88 1.173   
Total 104.734 93    
Question 4 Between Groups 2.898 5 .580 .713 .616 
Within Groups 72.407 89 .814   
Total 75.305 94    
Question 5 Between Groups .742 5 .148 .119 .988 
Within Groups 110.077 88 1.251   
Total 110.819 93    
Question 6 Between Groups 4.814 5 .963 1.067 .384 
Within Groups 79.399 88 .902   
Total 84.213 93    
Question 7 Between Groups 3.244 5 .649 .868 .506 
Within Groups 66.483 89 .747   
Total 69.726 94    
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Question 8 Between Groups 3.869 5 .774 1.175 .328 
Within Groups 58.616 89 .659   
Total 62.484 94    
Question 9 Between Groups .882 5 .176 .311 .905 
Within Groups 48.261 85 .568   
Total 49.143 90    
Question 10 Between Groups .996 5 .199 .293 .915 
Within Groups 59.738 88 .679   
Total 60.734 93    
Question 11 Between Groups 2.524 5 .505 .504 .772 
Within Groups 89.097 89 1.001   
Total 91.621 94    
Question 12 Between Groups 3.725 5 .745 1.237 .299 
Within Groups 53.602 89 .602   
Total 57.326 94    
Question 13 Between Groups 8.369 5 1.674 1.341 .254 
Within Groups 111.062 89 1.248   
Total 119.432 94    
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Question 14 Between Groups 3.473 5 .695 .854 .515 
Within Groups 72.359 89 .813   
Total 75.832 94    
Question 15 Between Groups 2.734 5 .547 .868 .506 
Within Groups 56.066 89 .630   
Total 58.800 94    
Question 16 Between Groups 2.011 5 .402 .722 .609 
Within Groups 49.610 89 .557   
Total 51.621 94    
Question 17 Between Groups 2.169 5 .434 .810 .546 
Within Groups 47.662 89 .536   
Total 49.832 94    
Question 18 Between Groups 2.267 5 .453 .628 .679 
Within Groups 64.217 89 .722   
Total 66.484 94    
Question 19 Between Groups 2.440 5 .488 .861 .511 
Within Groups 50.465 89 .567   
Total 52.905 94    
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Question 20 Between Groups 6.104 5 1.221 1.084 .375 
Within Groups 100.254 89 1.126   
Total 106.358 94    
Question 21 Between Groups 2.966 5 .593 .858 .512 
Within Groups 61.518 89 .691   
Total 64.484 94    
Question 22 Between Groups 1.148 5 .230 .463 .803 
Within Groups 44.157 89 .496   
Total 45.305 94    
Question 23 Between Groups 4.337 5 .867 .993 .427 
Within Groups 76.865 88 .873   
Total 81.202 93    
Question 24 Between Groups 2.285 5 .457 .489 .784 
Within Groups 82.268 88 .935   
Total 84.553 93    
Question 25 Between Groups 2.026 5 .405 .661 .654 
Within Groups 53.974 88 .613   
Total 56.000 93    
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Question 26 Between Groups 2.047 5 .409 .551 .737 
Within Groups 65.325 88 .742   
Total 67.372 93    
Question 27 Between Groups 6.087 5 1.217 .964 .444 
Within Groups 109.870 87 1.263   
Total 115.957 92    
Question 28 Between Groups 1.883 5 .377 .572 .721 
Within Groups 57.300 87 .659   
Total 59.183 92    
Question 29 Between Groups 4.019 5 .804 .808 .547 
Within Groups 88.570 89 .995   
Total 92.589 94    
Question 30 Between Groups 2.438 5 .488 .536 .749 
Within Groups 80.115 88 .910   
Total 82.553 93    
Question 31 Between Groups 1.974 5 .395 .419 .834 
Within Groups 83.753 89 .941   





 A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if there were differences in satisfaction 
levels based on parent’s income level.  There was no statistically significant difference in means 
scores for any of the 31 expectations.   
Table 46 
Parent’s Income One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 
 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Question 1 Between Groups 5.742 4 1.435 1.566 .190 
Within Groups 79.736 87 .917   
Total 85.478 91    
Question 2 Between Groups 4.547 4 1.137 .945 .442 
Within Groups 105.904 88 1.203   
Total 110.452 92    
Question 3 Between Groups 7.750 4 1.937 1.738 .149 
Within Groups 96.978 87 1.115   
Total 104.728 91    
Question 4 Between Groups 1.293 4 .323 .386 .818 
Within Groups 73.632 88 .837   
Total 74.925 92    
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Question 5 Between Groups 4.123 4 1.031 .853 .496 
Within Groups 106.350 88 1.209   
Total 110.473 92    
Question 6 Between Groups .666 4 .167 .178 .949 
Within Groups 81.454 87 .936   
Total 82.120 91    
Question 7 Between Groups 1.351 4 .338 .438 .781 
Within Groups 67.875 88 .771   
Total 69.226 92    
Question 8 Between Groups 2.503 4 .626 .931 .450 
Within Groups 59.110 88 .672   
Total 61.613 92    
Question 9 Between Groups 1.640 4 .410 .737 .569 
Within Groups 46.742 84 .556   
Total 48.382 88    
Question 10 Between Groups 2.494 4 .623 .962 .433 
Within Groups 56.408 87 .648   
Total 58.902 91    
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Question 11 Between Groups 2.850 4 .712 .715 .584 
Within Groups 87.623 88 .996   
Total 90.473 92    
Question 12 Between Groups 1.747 4 .437 .731 .573 
Within Groups 52.533 88 .597   
Total 54.280 92    
Question 13 Between Groups 3.847 4 .962 .775 .545 
Within Groups 109.271 88 1.242   
Total 113.118 92    
Question 14 Between Groups 1.181 4 .295 .359 .837 
Within Groups 72.389 88 .823   
Total 73.570 92    
Question 15 Between Groups 1.572 4 .393 .630 .643 
Within Groups 54.901 88 .624   
Total 56.473 92    
Question 16 Between Groups 4.077 4 1.019 1.933 .112 
Within Groups 46.396 88 .527   
Total 50.473 92    
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Question 17 Between Groups 1.697 4 .424 .791 .534 
Within Groups 47.207 88 .536   
Total 48.903 92    
Question 18 Between Groups 3.412 4 .853 1.215 .310 
Within Groups 61.771 88 .702   
Total 65.183 92    
Question 19 Between Groups .986 4 .247 .427 .789 
Within Groups 50.842 88 .578   
Total 51.828 92    
Question 20 Between Groups .953 4 .238 .203 .936 
Within Groups 103.326 88 1.174   
Total 104.280 92    
Question 21 Between Groups 2.120 4 .530 .748 .562 
Within Groups 62.332 88 .708   
Total 64.452 92    
Question 22 Between Groups 2.403 4 .601 1.253 .295 
Within Groups 42.178 88 .479   
Total 44.581 92    
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Question 23 Between Groups 2.190 4 .548 .624 .647 
Within Groups 76.364 87 .878   
Total 78.554 91    
Question 24 Between Groups 3.437 4 .859 .939 .446 
Within Groups 79.639 87 .915   
Total 83.076 91    
Question 25 Between Groups .986 4 .246 .397 .810 
Within Groups 54.003 87 .621   
Total 54.989 91    
Question 26 Between Groups 1.456 4 .364 .497 .738 
Within Groups 63.794 87 .733   
Total 65.250 91    
Question 27 Between Groups 7.783 4 1.946 1.574 .189 
Within Groups 106.326 86 1.236   
Total 114.110 90    
Question 28 Between Groups .388 4 .097 .146 .964 
Within Groups 57.282 86 .666   
Total 57.670 90    
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Question 29 Between Groups .810 4 .203 .200 .938 
Within Groups 89.018 88 1.012   
Total 89.828 92    
Question 30 Between Groups .506 4 .126 .137 .968 
Within Groups 80.570 87 .926   
Total 81.076 91    
Question 31 Between Groups 3.144 4 .786 .851 .497 
Within Groups 81.308 88 .924   
Total 84.452 92    
 
 
 A one-way ANOVA was run to determine if there were differences between students 
with differences of high school gpa. Of the 31 expectations compared (see Table 47), only 
Question 17 asking students to provide feedback on the educational environment in the COEHS 
was significant between groups (p=.023) at the .05 alpha level.  Tukey post hoc analysis revealed 
that students with a gpa of 2.6 to 3.0 (p=.04), 3.1 to 3.5 (p=.015), and 3.6 to 4.0 (p=.012) have a 









High School Grade Point Average One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 
 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Question 1 Between Groups 1.640 3 .547 .565 .640 
Within Groups 87.137 90 .968   
Total 88.777 93    
Question 2 Between Groups 2.028 3 .676 .561 .642 
Within Groups 109.698 91 1.205   
Total 111.726 94    
Question 3 Between Groups 2.596 3 .865 .763 .518 
Within Groups 102.138 90 1.135   
Total 104.734 93    
Question 4 Between Groups 3.402 3 1.134 1.435 .238 
Within Groups 71.904 91 .790   
Total 75.305 94    
Question 5 Between Groups .785 3 .262 .214 .886 
Within Groups 110.034 90 1.223   
Total 110.819 93    
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Question 6 Between Groups 2.557 3 .852 .939 .425 
Within Groups 81.656 90 .907   
Total 84.213 93    
Question 7 Between Groups 3.027 3 1.009 1.377 .255 
Within Groups 66.699 91 .733   
Total 69.726 94    
Question 8 Between Groups 1.369 3 .456 .679 .567 
Within Groups 61.115 91 .672   
Total 62.484 94    
Question 9 Between Groups .297 3 .099 .176 .912 
Within Groups 48.846 87 .561   
Total 49.143 90    
Question 10 Between Groups .734 3 .245 .367 .777 
Within Groups 60.000 90 .667   
Total 60.734 93    
Question 11 Between Groups .577 3 .192 .192 .902 
Within Groups 91.044 91 1.000   
Total 91.621 94    
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Question 12 Between Groups 2.116 3 .705 1.163 .328 
Within Groups 55.210 91 .607   
Total 57.326 94    
Question 13 Between Groups 2.165 3 .722 .560 .643 
Within Groups 117.267 91 1.289   
Total 119.432 94    
Question 14 Between Groups .082 3 .027 .033 .992 
Within Groups 75.749 91 .832   
Total 75.832 94    
Question 15 Between Groups .134 3 .045 .069 .976 
Within Groups 58.666 91 .645   
Total 58.800 94    
Question 16 Between Groups .699 3 .233 .416 .742 
Within Groups 50.922 91 .560   
Total 51.621 94    
Question 17 Between Groups 4.909 3 1.636 3.315 .023 
Within Groups 44.922 91 .494   
Total 49.832 94    
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Question 18 Between Groups 3.969 3 1.323 1.926 .131 
Within Groups 62.516 91 .687   
Total 66.484 94    
Question 19 Between Groups .184 3 .061 .106 .956 
Within Groups 52.721 91 .579   
Total 52.905 94    
Question 20 Between Groups 6.371 3 2.124 1.933 .130 
Within Groups 99.987 91 1.099   
Total 106.358 94    
Question 21 Between Groups .511 3 .170 .242 .867 
Within Groups 63.973 91 .703   
Total 64.484 94    
Question 22 Between Groups .419 3 .140 .283 .838 
Within Groups 44.887 91 .493   
Total 45.305 94    
Question 23 Between Groups .882 3 .294 .329 .804 
Within Groups 80.320 90 .892   
Total 81.202 93    
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Question 24 Between Groups .611 3 .204 .218 .884 
Within Groups 83.943 90 .933   
Total 84.553 93    
Question 25 Between Groups .915 3 .305 .498 .684 
Within Groups 55.085 90 .612   
Total 56.000 93    
Question 26 Between Groups 4.201 3 1.400 1.995 .120 
Within Groups 63.171 90 .702   
Total 67.372 93    
Question 27 Between Groups 1.042 3 .347 .269 .848 
Within Groups 114.915 89 1.291   
Total 115.957 92    
Question 28 Between Groups .271 3 .090 .137 .938 
Within Groups 58.912 89 .662   
Total 59.183 92    
Question 29 Between Groups 2.467 3 .822 .830 .481 
Within Groups 90.123 91 .990   
Total 92.589 94    
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Question 30 Between Groups 1.039 3 .346 .382 .766 
Within Groups 81.515 90 .906   
Total 82.553 93    
Question 31 Between Groups 3.929 3 1.310 1.457 .232 
Within Groups 81.797 91 .899   
Total 85.726 94    
 
 
 A one-way ANOVA was run to determine if there were differences between student 
feedback and ACT scores. Of the 31 expectations compared, only Question 26 asking students to 
provide feedback on learning communities in the COEHS was significant between groups 
(p=.047) at the .05 alpha level.  Tukey post hoc analysis revealed that students with an ACT 
score of 18 to 23 had a slightly higher level of satisfaction than students with an ACT score of 23 
or above (p=.039).   
Table 48 
ACT Score One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 
 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Question 1 Between Groups 3.169 2 1.584 1.675 .193 
Within Groups 85.154 90 .946   
Total 88.323 92    
Question 2 Between Groups 2.725 2 1.362 1.137 .325 
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Within Groups 108.988 91 1.198   
Total 111.713 93    
Question 3 Between Groups 1.152 2 .576 .500 .608 
Within Groups 103.579 90 1.151   
Total 104.731 92    
Question 4 Between Groups 1.843 2 .922 1.145 .323 
Within Groups 73.274 91 .805   
Total 75.117 93    
Question 5 Between Groups 5.490 2 2.745 2.372 .099 
Within Groups 105.329 91 1.157   
Total 110.819 93    
Question 6 Between Groups .120 2 .060 .064 .938 
Within Groups 83.944 90 .933   
Total 84.065 92    
Question 7 Between Groups .792 2 .396 .524 .594 
Within Groups 68.698 91 .755   
Total 69.489 93    
Question 8 Between Groups .015 2 .007 .011 .989 
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Within Groups 62.464 91 .686   
Total 62.479 93    
Question 9 Between Groups .045 2 .022 .040 .961 
Within Groups 49.078 87 .564   
Total 49.122 89    
Question 10 Between Groups .608 2 .304 .462 .631 
Within Groups 59.219 90 .658   
Total 59.828 92    
Question 11 Between Groups 1.187 2 .594 .597 .552 
Within Groups 90.430 91 .994   
Total 91.617 93    
Question 12 Between Groups 1.631 2 .816 1.334 .268 
Within Groups 55.614 91 .611   
Total 57.245 93    
Question 13 Between Groups .738 2 .369 .290 .749 
Within Groups 115.571 91 1.270   
Total 116.309 93    
Question 14 Between Groups .212 2 .106 .129 .880 
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Within Groups 75.202 91 .826   
Total 75.415 93    
Question 15 Between Groups 1.687 2 .844 1.353 .264 
Within Groups 56.749 91 .624   
Total 58.436 93    
Question 16 Between Groups .352 2 .176 .312 .733 
Within Groups 51.265 91 .563   
Total 51.617 93    
Question 17 Between Groups 1.508 2 .754 1.420 .247 
Within Groups 48.322 91 .531   
Total 49.830 93    
Question 18 Between Groups .875 2 .438 .607 .547 
Within Groups 65.593 91 .721   
Total 66.468 93    
Question 19 Between Groups .018 2 .009 .015 .985 
Within Groups 52.887 91 .581   
Total 52.904 93    
Question 20 Between Groups .360 2 .180 .155 .857 
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Within Groups 105.853 91 1.163   
Total 106.213 93    
Question 21 Between Groups .330 2 .165 .234 .792 
Within Groups 64.138 91 .705   
Total 64.468 93    
Question 22 Between Groups 1.892 2 .946 1.984 .143 
Within Groups 43.385 91 .477   
Total 45.277 93    
Question 23 Between Groups .297 2 .149 .168 .846 
Within Groups 79.595 90 .884   
Total 79.892 92    
Question 24 Between Groups .632 2 .316 .339 .713 
Within Groups 83.884 90 .932   
Total 84.516 92    
Question 25 Between Groups .177 2 .088 .143 .867 
Within Groups 55.823 90 .620   
Total 56.000 92    
Question 26 Between Groups 4.401 2 2.201 3.174 .047 
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Within Groups 62.395 90 .693   
Total 66.796 92    
Question 27 Between Groups 3.532 2 1.766 1.399 .252 
Within Groups 112.327 89 1.262   
Total 115.859 91    
Question 28 Between Groups .051 2 .025 .039 .962 
Within Groups 58.384 89 .656   
Total 58.435 91    
Question 29 Between Groups 3.116 2 1.558 1.587 .210 
Within Groups 89.320 91 .982   
Total 92.436 93    
Question 30 Between Groups .152 2 .076 .083 .920 
Within Groups 82.364 90 .915   
Total 82.516 92    
Question 31 Between Groups 1.538 2 .769 .832 .439 
Within Groups 84.174 91 .925   
Total 85.713 93    
 
 A one-way ANOVA was run to determine if there were differences between a student’s 
number of hours worked in college. Of the 31 expectations compared (see Table 49), only 
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Question 24 asked students to provide feedback on general education course was significant 
between groups (p=.023) at the .05 alpha level.  Tukey post hoc analysis revealed that students 
working between one and twenty hours a week had a higher level of satisfaction with general 




Hours Worked Per Week  One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 
 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Question 1 Between Groups 2.427 3 .809 .843 .474 
Within Groups 86.349 90 .959   
Total 88.777 93    
Question 2 Between Groups 8.279 3 2.760 2.428 .070 
Within Groups 103.447 91 1.137   
Total 111.726 94    
Question 3 Between Groups .872 3 .291 .252 .860 
Within Groups 103.862 90 1.154   
Total 104.734 93    
Question 4 Between Groups 2.002 3 .667 .829 .482 
Within Groups 73.303 91 .806   
Total 75.305 94    
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Question 5 Between Groups 2.444 3 .815 .677 .569 
Within Groups 108.375 90 1.204   
Total 110.819 93    
Question 6 Between Groups .446 3 .149 .160 .923 
Within Groups 83.767 90 .931   
Total 84.213 93    
Question 7 Between Groups 2.831 3 .944 1.284 .285 
Within Groups 66.895 91 .735   
Total 69.726 94    
Question 8 Between Groups 3.216 3 1.072 1.646 .184 
Within Groups 59.269 91 .651   
Total 62.484 94    
Question 9 Between Groups 2.652 3 .884 1.655 .183 
Within Groups 46.490 87 .534   
Total 49.143 90    
Question 10 Between Groups 3.098 3 1.033 1.613 .192 
Within Groups 57.636 90 .640   
Total 60.734 93    
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Question 11 Between Groups 1.569 3 .523 .529 .664 
Within Groups 90.052 91 .990   
Total 91.621 94    
Question 12 Between Groups 1.141 3 .380 .616 .606 
Within Groups 56.185 91 .617   
Total 57.326 94    
Question 13 Between Groups 10.082 3 3.361 2.797 .045 
Within Groups 109.350 91 1.202   
Total 119.432 94    
Question 14 Between Groups 1.369 3 .456 .558 .644 
Within Groups 74.463 91 .818   
Total 75.832 94    
Question 15 Between Groups .234 3 .078 .121 .947 
Within Groups 58.566 91 .644   
Total 58.800 94    
Question 16 Between Groups .718 3 .239 .428 .733 
Within Groups 50.903 91 .559   
Total 51.621 94    
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Question 17 Between Groups 1.338 3 .446 .837 .477 
Within Groups 48.494 91 .533   
Total 49.832 94    
Question 18 Between Groups .845 3 .282 .390 .760 
Within Groups 65.639 91 .721   
Total 66.484 94    
Question 19 Between Groups .601 3 .200 .348 .790 
Within Groups 52.304 91 .575   
Total 52.905 94    
Question 20 Between Groups 2.410 3 .803 .703 .552 
Within Groups 103.948 91 1.142   
Total 106.358 94    
Question 21 Between Groups 3.420 3 1.140 1.699 .173 
Within Groups 61.065 91 .671   
Total 64.484 94    
Question 22 Between Groups .771 3 .257 .525 .666 
Within Groups 44.534 91 .489   
Total 45.305 94    
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Question 23 Between Groups 2.114 3 .705 .802 .496 
Within Groups 79.088 90 .879   
Total 81.202 93    
Question 24 Between Groups 8.441 3 2.814 3.327 .023 
Within Groups 76.113 90 .846   
Total 84.553 93    
Question 25 Between Groups 1.779 3 .593 .984 .404 
Within Groups 54.221 90 .602   
Total 56.000 93    
Question 26 Between Groups 1.106 3 .369 .501 .683 
Within Groups 66.266 90 .736   
Total 67.372 93    
Question 27 Between Groups 8.331 3 2.777 2.296 .083 
Within Groups 107.626 89 1.209   
Total 115.957 92    
Question 28 Between Groups 4.908 3 1.636 2.683 .052 
Within Groups 54.275 89 .610   
Total 59.183 92    
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Question 29 Between Groups 3.119 3 1.040 1.057 .371 
Within Groups 89.470 91 .983   
Total 92.589 94    
Question 30 Between Groups 1.885 3 .628 .701 .554 
Within Groups 80.668 90 .896   
Total 82.553 93    
Question 31 Between Groups 3.087 3 1.029 1.133 .340 
Within Groups 82.639 91 .908   
Total 85.726 94    
 
 
 A one-way ANOVA was run to determine if there was a difference in means between 
students receiving different types of financial aid. Of the 31 expectations compared (see Table 
50), Question 3, adequate scholarship opportunities (p=.032); Question 13, job placement and 
career services (p=.029); Question 22, faculty expectations (p=015); and Question 29 research 
opportunities (p=.010) were significant at the .05 alpha level.  
 However, Tukey post hoc analysis revealed that only Question 3 was significant (p=.037) 
at the .05 alpha level.  Not surprisingly, students receiving scholarships   were more satisfied 
with the scholarships available then students receiving loans.  Although the Tukey post hoc 
analysis revealed no significance for Questions 13, there was an interesting observation. Students 
not receiving financial aid (n=10) or students receiving loans (n=41), had a higher rate of 
160 
 
dissatisfaction then other groups (20 percent and 34.15 percent respectively) with job placement 






Types of Financial Aid Received  One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 
 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Question 1 Between Groups 3.853 4 .963 1.003 .410 
Within Groups 84.470 88 .960   
Total 88.323 92    
Question 2 Between Groups 5.862 4 1.465 1.232 .303 
Within Groups 105.851 89 1.189   
Total 111.713 93    
Question 3 Between Groups 11.693 4 2.923 2.765 .032 
Within Groups 93.038 88 1.057   
Total 104.731 92    
Question 4 Between Groups 1.889 4 .472 .574 .682 
Within Groups 73.228 89 .823   
Total 75.117 93    
Question 5 Between Groups 3.324 4 .831 .688 .602 
Within Groups 107.495 89 1.208   
Total 110.819 93    
Question 6 Between Groups 2.625 4 .656 .709 .588 
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Within Groups 81.440 88 .925   
Total 84.065 92    
Question 7 Between Groups 2.110 4 .527 .697 .596 
Within Groups 67.380 89 .757   
Total 69.489 93    
Question 8 Between Groups 1.876 4 .469 .689 .602 
Within Groups 60.602 89 .681   
Total 62.479 93    
Question 9 Between Groups 2.565 4 .641 1.171 .330 
Within Groups 46.557 85 .548   
Total 49.122 89    
Question 10 Between Groups 2.693 4 .673 1.037 .393 
Within Groups 57.135 88 .649   
Total 59.828 92    
Question 11 Between Groups 3.371 4 .843 .850 .497 
Within Groups 88.246 89 .992   
Total 91.617 93    
Question 12 Between Groups 2.706 4 .676 1.104 .360 
Within Groups 54.539 89 .613   
Total 57.245 93    
Question 13 Between Groups 13.152 4 3.288 2.837 .029 
Within Groups 103.157 89 1.159   
Total 116.309 93    
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Question 14 Between Groups 4.459 4 1.115 1.398 .241 
Within Groups 70.956 89 .797   
Total 75.415 93    
Question 15 Between Groups 1.901 4 .475 .748 .562 
Within Groups 56.535 89 .635   
Total 58.436 93    
Question 16 Between Groups 1.447 4 .362 .642 .634 
Within Groups 50.170 89 .564   
Total 51.617 93    
Question 17 Between Groups 2.514 4 .629 1.182 .324 
Within Groups 47.316 89 .532   
Total 49.830 93    
Question 18 Between Groups 4.006 4 1.001 1.427 .232 
Within Groups 62.462 89 .702   
Total 66.468 93    
Question 19 Between Groups 2.439 4 .610 1.076 .373 
Within Groups 50.465 89 .567   
Total 52.904 93    
Question 20 Between Groups 6.269 4 1.567 1.396 .242 
Within Groups 99.944 89 1.123   
Total 106.213 93    
Question 21 Between Groups 4.023 4 1.006 1.481 .215 
Within Groups 60.445 89 .679   
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Total 64.468 93    
Question 22 Between Groups 5.829 4 1.457 3.288 .015 
Within Groups 39.447 89 .443   
Total 45.277 93    
Question 23 Between Groups 2.192 4 .548 .621 .649 
Within Groups 77.700 88 .883   
Total 79.892 92    
Question 24 Between Groups 6.409 4 1.602 1.805 .135 
Within Groups 78.107 88 .888   
Total 84.516 92    
Question 25 Between Groups 3.733 4 .933 1.571 .189 
Within Groups 52.267 88 .594   
Total 56.000 92    
Question 26 Between Groups 6.262 4 1.566 2.276 .067 
Within Groups 60.533 88 .688   
Total 66.796 92    
Question 27 Between Groups 3.401 4 .850 .658 .623 
Within Groups 112.457 87 1.293   
Total 115.859 91    
Question 28 Between Groups 2.400 4 .600 .932 .449 
Within Groups 56.034 87 .644   
Total 58.435 91    
Question 29 Between Groups 12.697 4 3.174 3.543 .010 
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Within Groups 79.739 89 .896   
Total 92.436 93    
Question 30 Between Groups 3.474 4 .869 .967 .430 
Within Groups 79.042 88 .898   
Total 82.516 92    
Question 31 Between Groups 7.641 4 1.910 2.178 .078 
Within Groups 78.072 89 .877   




 A one-way ANOVA was run to determine if there were differences based on a student’s 
entry point.  Of the 31 expectations compared (see Table 51), Question 10, peer interactions 
(p=.034) and Question 25, (p=.031) were significant at the .05 alpha level.   A Tukey post hoc 
analysis revealed students transferring from a two-year postsecondary institution had a higher 
satisfaction rate with peer interactions in the COEHS then students with continuous enrollment 
and students transferring from a four-year postsecondary institution.  The Tukey post hoc 
analysis also showed two-year students having a higher satisfaction rate with the instructional 











Entry Status  One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 
 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Question 1 Between Groups 3.590 2 1.795 1.962 .147 
Within Groups 82.367 90 .915   
Total 85.957 92    
Question 2 Between Groups 3.588 2 1.794 1.562 .215 
Within Groups 104.550 91 1.149   
Total 108.138 93    
Question 3 Between Groups .804 2 .402 .362 .698 
Within Groups 100.099 90 1.112   
Total 100.903 92    
Question 4 Between Groups .052 2 .026 .033 .968 
Within Groups 72.767 91 .800   
Total 72.819 93    
Question 5 Between Groups 3.733 2 1.866 1.571 .213 
Within Groups 106.912 90 1.188   
Total 110.645 92    
Question 6 Between Groups .951 2 .476 .526 .593 
Within Groups 81.329 90 .904   
Total 82.280 92    
Question 7 Between Groups .267 2 .133 .180 .835 
Within Groups 67.233 91 .739   
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Total 67.500 93    
Question 8 Between Groups 2.267 2 1.134 1.738 .182 
Within Groups 59.350 91 .652   
Total 61.617 93    
Question 9 Between Groups .186 2 .093 .168 .846 
Within Groups 48.214 87 .554   
Total 48.400 89    
Question 10 Between Groups 4.343 2 2.171 3.522 .034 
Within Groups 55.485 90 .617   
Total 59.828 92    
Question 11 Between Groups 3.829 2 1.914 2.010 .140 
Within Groups 86.650 91 .952   
Total 90.479 93    
Question 12 Between Groups .451 2 .226 .381 .684 
Within Groups 53.900 91 .592   
Total 54.351 93    
Question 13 Between Groups 1.959 2 .979 .779 .462 
Within Groups 114.350 91 1.257   
Total 116.309 93    
Question 14 Between Groups .735 2 .367 .457 .635 
Within Groups 73.233 91 .805   
Total 73.968 93    
Question 15 Between Groups .786 2 .393 .638 .531 
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Within Groups 56.033 91 .616   
Total 56.819 93    
Question 16 Between Groups .579 2 .289 .528 .592 
Within Groups 49.900 91 .548   
Total 50.479 93    
Question 17 Between Groups .204 2 .102 .191 .827 
Within Groups 48.700 91 .535   
Total 48.904 93    
Question 18 Between Groups .985 2 .493 .698 .500 
Within Groups 64.217 91 .706   
Total 65.202 93    
Question 19 Between Groups .980 2 .490 .877 .420 
Within Groups 50.850 91 .559   
Total 51.830 93    
Question 20 Between Groups .720 2 .360 .316 .730 
Within Groups 103.717 91 1.140   
Total 104.436 93    
Question 21 Between Groups .985 2 .493 .721 .489 
Within Groups 62.217 91 .684   
Total 63.202 93    
Question 22 Between Groups 1.456 2 .728 1.536 .221 
Within Groups 43.150 91 .474   
Total 44.606 93    
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Question 23 Between Groups .853 2 .426 .486 .617 
Within Groups 79.040 90 .878   
Total 79.892 92    
Question 24 Between Groups .465 2 .233 .253 .777 
Within Groups 82.653 90 .918   
Total 83.118 92    
Question 25 Between Groups 4.067 2 2.034 3.594 .031 
Within Groups 50.922 90 .566   
Total 54.989 92    
Question 26 Between Groups 3.023 2 1.511 2.166 .121 
Within Groups 62.784 90 .698   
Total 65.806 92    
Question 27 Between Groups 3.468 2 1.734 1.393 .254 
Within Groups 110.750 89 1.244   
Total 114.217 91    
Question 28 Between Groups 2.245 2 1.122 1.778 .175 
Within Groups 56.190 89 .631   
Total 58.435 91    
Question 29 Between Groups 4.735 2 2.367 2.528 .085 
Within Groups 85.233 91 .937   
Total 89.968 93    
Question 30 Between Groups .980 2 .490 .550 .579 
Within Groups 80.138 90 .890   
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Total 81.118 92    
Question 31 Between Groups .518 2 .259 .281 .756 
Within Groups 83.950 91 .923   
Total 84.468 93    
 
 
 A one-way ANOVA was run to determine if there were differences between student 
graduation cohorts.  Of the 31 expectations compared (see Table 52), Questions 13 job 
placement and career services, (p=.016) and Question 26 learning communities, (p=.015) was 
significant between cohorts at the .05 alpha level.  Tukey post hoc analysis revealed students in 
cohort 2016 had a significantly higher level of satisfaction then the other cohorts.  Over 59 
percent of cohort 2016 was satisfied or very satisfied with the job placement and career services 
as opposed to cohort 2011, 50 percent; cohort 2012, 31.58 percent; cohort 2013 27.72 percent; 






Cumulative College GPA  One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 
 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Question 1 Between Groups 6.906 5 1.381 1.485 .203 
Within Groups 81.871 88 .930   
Total 88.777 93    
Question 2 Between Groups 5.566 5 1.113 .933 .463 
Within Groups 106.160 89 1.193   
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Total 111.726 94    
Question 3 Between Groups 7.356 5 1.471 1.330 .259 
Within Groups 97.378 88 1.107   
Total 104.734 93    
Question 4 Between Groups 4.227 5 .845 1.059 .389 
Within Groups 71.078 89 .799   
Total 75.305 94    
Question 5 Between Groups 4.632 5 .926 .768 .576 
Within Groups 106.187 88 1.207   
Total 110.819 93    
Question 6 Between Groups 8.014 5 1.603 1.851 .111 
Within Groups 76.198 88 .866   
Total 84.213 93    
Question 7 Between Groups 5.305 5 1.061 1.466 .209 
Within Groups 64.421 89 .724   
Total 69.726 94    
Question 8 Between Groups 3.189 5 .638 .957 .448 
Within Groups 59.296 89 .666   
Total 62.484 94    
Question 9 Between Groups .062 5 .012 .022 1.000 
Within Groups 49.081 85 .577   
Total 49.143 90    
Question 10 Between Groups 4.959 5 .992 1.565 .178 
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Within Groups 55.775 88 .634   
Total 60.734 93    
Question 11 Between Groups 2.794 5 .559 .560 .730 
Within Groups 88.827 89 .998   
Total 91.621 94    
Question 12 Between Groups 2.411 5 .482 .782 .566 
Within Groups 54.915 89 .617   
Total 57.326 94    
Question 13 Between Groups 17.037 5 3.407 2.962 .016 
Within Groups 102.395 89 1.151   
Total 119.432 94    
Question 14 Between Groups 3.108 5 .622 .761 .581 
Within Groups 72.724 89 .817   
Total 75.832 94    
Question 15 Between Groups 3.055 5 .611 .976 .437 
Within Groups 55.745 89 .626   
Total 58.800 94    
Question 16 Between Groups 1.283 5 .257 .454 .810 
Within Groups 50.338 89 .566   
Total 51.621 94    
Question 17 Between Groups 3.975 5 .795 1.543 .185 
Within Groups 45.857 89 .515   
Total 49.832 94    
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Question 18 Between Groups 3.869 5 .774 1.100 .366 
Within Groups 62.615 89 .704   
Total 66.484 94    
Question 19 Between Groups 1.578 5 .316 .547 .740 
Within Groups 51.327 89 .577   
Total 52.905 94    
Question 20 Between Groups 3.659 5 .732 .634 .674 
Within Groups 102.699 89 1.154   
Total 106.358 94    
Question 21 Between Groups 5.202 5 1.040 1.562 .179 
Within Groups 59.282 89 .666   
Total 64.484 94    
Question 22 Between Groups 5.018 5 1.004 2.217 .059 
Within Groups 40.287 89 .453   
Total 45.305 94    
Question 23 Between Groups 2.041 5 .408 .454 .810 
Within Groups 79.161 88 .900   
Total 81.202 93    
Question 24 Between Groups 6.128 5 1.226 1.375 .241 
Within Groups 78.425 88 .891   
Total 84.553 93    
Question 25 Between Groups 5.866 5 1.173 2.059 .078 
Within Groups 50.134 88 .570   
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Total 56.000 93    
Question 26 Between Groups 9.803 5 1.961 2.997 .015 
Within Groups 57.569 88 .654   
Total 67.372 93    
Question 27 Between Groups .982 5 .196 .149 .980 
Within Groups 114.975 87 1.322   
Total 115.957 92    
Question 28 Between Groups 3.122 5 .624 .969 .441 
Within Groups 56.061 87 .644   
Total 59.183 92    
Question 29 Between Groups 6.344 5 1.269 1.309 .267 
Within Groups 86.246 89 .969   
Total 92.589 94    
Question 30 Between Groups 3.723 5 .745 .831 .531 
Within Groups 78.831 88 .896   
Total 82.553 93    
Question 31 Between Groups 2.985 5 .597 .642 .668 
Within Groups 82.741 89 .930   
Total 85.726 94    
 
 A one-way ANOVA was run to determine if there were differences between the number 
of semesters taken to graduate and feedback on the 31 expectations (see Table 53).  Of the 31 
expectations, only Question 2 academic advising (p=.023) and Question 17, COEHS educational 
environment (p=.039) was significant at the .05 alpha level.  A post hoc tests was not performed 
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for the 31 expectations because at least one group had fewer than two cases. A review of the 
mean scores revealed students attending college part-time as having higher rates of 





Number of Semesters to Graduate  One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 
 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Question 1 Between Groups 7.655 9 .851 .871 .554 
Within Groups 81.012 83 .976   
Total 88.667 92    
Question 2 Between Groups 22.013 9 2.446 2.310 .023 
Within Groups 88.923 84 1.059   
Total 110.936 93    
Question 3 Between Groups 4.090 9 .454 .378 .942 
Within Groups 99.738 83 1.202   
Total 103.828 92    
Question 4 Between Groups 10.062 9 1.118 1.444 .183 
Within Groups 65.055 84 .774   
Total 75.117 93    
Question 5 Between Groups 11.851 9 1.317 1.133 .349 
Within Groups 96.429 83 1.162   
Total 108.280 92    
Question 6 Between Groups 5.397 9 .600 .653 .748 
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Within Groups 76.173 83 .918   
Total 81.570 92    
Question 7 Between Groups 7.461 9 .829 1.123 .356 
Within Groups 62.028 84 .738   
Total 69.489 93    
Question 8 Between Groups 7.734 9 .859 1.347 .226 
Within Groups 53.585 84 .638   
Total 61.319 93    
Question 9 Between Groups 4.798 9 .533 .991 .454 
Within Groups 43.024 80 .538   
Total 47.822 89    
Question 10 Between Groups 9.514 9 1.057 1.713 .099 
Within Groups 51.217 83 .617   
Total 60.731 92    
Question 11 Between Groups 6.960 9 .773 .775 .639 
Within Groups 83.774 84 .997   
Total 90.734 93    
Question 12 Between Groups 7.491 9 .832 1.405 .199 
Within Groups 49.754 84 .592   
Total 57.245 93    
Question 13 Between Groups 11.670 9 1.297 1.011 .438 
Within Groups 107.703 84 1.282   
Total 119.372 93    
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Question 14 Between Groups 12.576 9 1.397 1.868 .068 
Within Groups 62.839 84 .748   
Total 75.415 93    
Question 15 Between Groups 5.500 9 .611 .970 .471 
Within Groups 52.936 84 .630   
Total 58.436 93    
Question 16 Between Groups 3.135 9 .348 .603 .791 
Within Groups 48.482 84 .577   
Total 51.617 93    
Question 17 Between Groups 8.935 9 .993 2.095 .039 
Within Groups 39.799 84 .474   
Total 48.734 93    
Question 18 Between Groups 6.783 9 .754 1.061 .400 
Within Groups 59.685 84 .711   
Total 66.468 93    
Question 19 Between Groups 3.331 9 .370 .639 .760 
Within Groups 48.627 84 .579   
Total 51.957 93    
Question 20 Between Groups 8.713 9 .968 .836 .585 
Within Groups 97.255 84 1.158   
Total 105.968 93    
Question 21 Between Groups 4.207 9 .467 .660 .743 
Within Groups 59.506 84 .708   
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Total 63.713 93    
Question 22 Between Groups 5.228 9 .581 1.381 .210 
Within Groups 35.326 84 .421   
Total 40.553 93    
Question 23 Between Groups 8.439 9 .938 1.081 .386 
Within Groups 72.012 83 .868   
Total 80.452 92    
Question 24 Between Groups 5.656 9 .628 .667 .737 
Within Groups 78.237 83 .943   
Total 83.892 92    
Question 25 Between Groups 2.932 9 .326 .519 .857 
Within Groups 52.058 83 .627   
Total 54.989 92    
Question 26 Between Groups 11.198 9 1.244 1.857 .070 
Within Groups 55.598 83 .670   
Total 66.796 92    
Question 27 Between Groups 13.337 9 1.482 1.218 .295 
Within Groups 99.739 82 1.216   
Total 113.076 91    
Question 28 Between Groups 3.253 9 .361 .543 .839 
Within Groups 54.617 82 .666   
Total 57.870 91    
Question 29 Between Groups 9.419 9 1.047 1.082 .384 
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Within Groups 81.220 84 .967   
Total 90.638 93    
Question 30 Between Groups 4.819 9 .535 .577 .813 
Within Groups 77.073 83 .929   
Total 81.892 92    
Question 31 Between Groups 7.135 9 .793 .847 .575 
Within Groups 78.578 84 .935   






 In sum, this chapter provided the results from the Delphi study and the descriptive 
feedback study statistical analyses conducted on the data collected from the graduates of the 
TEP.  Frequencies and comparison of means were used to gain an understanding of the 
expectations of the graduates and determine the level of satisfaction with 31 expectations that 
impact persistence.    
 The majority of the students were female 77.42 percent (n=72), White or Caucasian 
(94.74 percent, n=90), and entered college immediately upon graduating from high school (85.26 
percent, n=81).  Respondent’s family income clustered around middle class and most student 
worked part-time while attending college.   
 Approximately 70 percent of students (n=67) felt prepared for college upon leaving high 
school with over 89 percent (n=85) having a 3.1 or higher high school GPA and over 39 percent 
(n=43) having a 23 or higher ACT composite score.  The majority of students selected education 
as the first major.   
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 An analysis of student behaviors revealed that most student actively participated in the 
education courses (96 percent, n=90) and participated in academic activities outside of the 
classroom (84 percent, n=81). Approximately, 95 percent of students (n=90) report having high 
personal expectations, and 86 percent (n=82) spending the appropriate amount of time studying.   
 Comparative analysis of means revealed few significant relationships.  However, male 
respondents generally had a more negative outlook on satisfaction across expectations that 
female respondents. A ranking of the means from the surveys showed that faculty student 
interactions, quality of programs, and professor experiences were the most important 
expectations while faculty expectations, professor experiences and expertise, and faculty and 






CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 
Summary 
 The overarching goal of this study was to consider the impact of precollege factors, 
student behaviors and college factors that influence a student’s persistence to a bachelor’s degree 
within the COEHS TEP at MSU.   To accomplish that goal it was necessary to develop a model 
depicting how precollege factors and college factors influenced persistence to degree completion 
and how student behaviors influence each variable.   
 The purpose of the study was two-fold: build consensus between the graduates on what 
variables are important to persistence and then provide feedback on how the TEP meet each 
expectation.  Four research questions were developed to guide the study. 
1. What are the characteristics of students that graduated from the Teacher Education 
Program at Murray State University? 
2. What are the expectations of postsecondary institutions held by stakeholders? 
3. To what degree were the expectations perceived to have been met while attending 
Murray State University? 
4. What are the differences in perceptions across student behaviors and demographic 
groups? 
Based on a comprehensive literature review, a list of 31 expectations was developed and 
validated by a committee of experts.  The list of expectations provided the foundation for a two 
part study designed first to build consensus of the graduates using a Delphi protocol and then 
provide satisfaction data through a descriptive survey.    
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 Two survey instruments were developed and sent to graduates of Murray State 
University’s TEP.  The graduates names were identified through a report generated through the 
Kentucky EPSB and included graduates from 2011 to 2016 that were certified through EPSB 
(Delphi survey, n=1006 and descriptive survey, n=1005 respectively).  Descriptive statistics, 
independent-samples t-test, and one-way analysis of variance were used to analyze the data and 
answer the research questions. 
Graduate Characteristics 
Approximately 77.42 (n=72) percent of the respondents were female and 22.58 percent 
(n=21) male closely mirroring the enrollment trend for teacher educations programs in Kentucky 
(female 75 percent, and male 25 percent) (U.S. Department of Education, 2013).  However, in 
the fall of 2014, MSU reported 59 percent of students were female and 41 percent were male, 
indicating a significant difference from respondents and other TEP’s in Kentucky (Murray State 
University, 2014).   According to IPEDS; female first-time, full-time, baccalaureate-seeking 
students had a 9.7 percent higher six-year graduation rate than males (55.7 percent and 46 
percent for females).   
Of the respondents that choose to identify race or ethnic group (n=95), four identified as 
either African-American or black (n=1, 1.05 percent), Hispanic/Latino (n=1, 1.05 percent), and 
from multiple races (n=2, 2.11 percent).  The respondent group lacks the diversity of enrollment 
of MSU (6.9 percent black, 1.7 percent Hispanic, and 1.5 percent two or more races), but has 
greater diversity than teacher education programs in Kentucky (3.2 percent black, .7 percent 
Hispanic, and .6 percent two or more races) as reported in 2013.  IPEDS (2014) reports the six-
year graduation rate at MSU for first-time, full-time, baccalaureate-seeking students as 51.9 
percent.  Hispanics outperform with a 66.67 percent six-year graduation rate while 42.6 percent 
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of African American’s graduate in six years.  Whites have a six-year graduation rate of 52.8 
percent). 
Approximately 73.69 percent of respondents report having a parent with educational 
attainment levels higher than a high school diploma or general education diploma (GED).   
Nearly 46 percent report having either a bachelor’s degree or master’s degree or above (22.11 
percent and 23.16 percent respectively) and another 9.47 percent with an associate’s degree.  
Nationally, first generation students persist at lower levels and more likely to enroll part time 
taking thus taking longer to graduate (Nunez and Carrol, 1998).    
The majority of respondents (n=60) fall evenly between two distributions when 
estimating family income while attending college: $24,999 to $49,999 (n=30) and $50,000 to 
$74,999 (n=30).  The majority of respondents (86.32 percent, n=82) worked to supplement their 
income with most working part time.  Approximately 89 percent of respondents received some 
type of financial aid with nearly 27 percent receiving scholarships.  In AY 2014-2014, 38.5 
percent of MSU students received scholarships, approximately 11.5 percent higher than the 
respondents.   
The average GPA (based on a 4.0 scale) and ACT score for freshman at MSU is 3.48 and 
23 respectively.  Approximately, 62.11 percent of respondents (n=59) report a high school GPA 
of 3.6 to 4.0 with 27.37 percent (n=26) having between a 3.1 to a 3.5.   Over 45.74 percent 
(n=43) have over a 23 scoring higher than the average incoming freshman.  Only two 
respondents report having an ACT composite score of 18 or below requiring conditional 
admission status.   
The majority of students entered college immediately upon graduating from high school 
(n=81, 85.26 percent), and education was the first major of 61.05 percent of respondents (n=58).   
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The majority of students were initially enrolled at MSU with approximately 36 percent being a 
transfer student. Over 78 percent of students (n=74) were continuously enrolled with no breaks 
in enrollment.   
The average graduation time in semesters based on respondents that attended school 
fulltime (n=90) is 7.36 semesters to degree completion.  Over 98 percent (n=89) of respondents 
attending fulltime graduated within 6 years which is significantly higher than the 51.9 percent 6-
year graduation rate for MSU’s baccalaureate cohort in 2008.  The majority of respondents 
graduated with a 3.6 to 4.0 cumulative GPA for all courses (n=58, 61.05 percent) and 3.6 to 4.0 
GPA in education courses (n=89, 93.68 percent).  
 
Table 54 
Summary Facts Related to Respondent Demographics 
Variable Summary 
Gender Female 77% Male 23% 
  
Ethnicity White 95% 
  
Parents Education 25% HS or GED; 74% Some college (23% Master’s) 
  
Income $0k-$24k 12%; $25k-$49k 32%; $50k-$75k 32%; $75 or more 14% 
  
Cumulative HS GPA 3.6 to 4.0 59% 
  
ACT Composite 18-23 52%; 23 and above 46% 
  
Hours Worked  78% working up to fulltime 
  
Financial Aid 27% Scholarships; 44% loans 
  
Education First Major 61% 
  
Transfer Student 36% 
  




100% 3.1 or above 
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6-year graduation rate 98% 
 
Academic Programs and Practices 
 Academic programs and practices refers to programs and systems that assist students in 
transition to postsecondary education and help students succeed by providing guidance and 
advising as needed.  For this study, two variables represented academic programs and practices: 
first year programs and academic advising.  
First Year Programs 
 First year programs were ranked as the least important expectation of the 31 expectations 
considered in both the Delphi survey and the list of Least Important Factors.  First year programs 
also ranked low in satisfaction by respondents.  Reason (2009) reports participating in first year 
seminar programs as a powerful predictor for student persistence.  The incongruence with 
literature might be explained by the timing of the course and transfer student responses.  Many of 
the comments reported not taking or remembering taking a similar course.  In addition, the time 
between taking the course and graduating is relevant with students forgetting or minimalizing the 
course even if the course assisted in transitioning and assimilating into college culture.   
Academic Advising 
 When asked to choose the most important expectations, academic advising was ranked 
number three, and had the sixth highest mean score on the Delphi study.  Academic advising was 
clearly an important expectation of the respondents in order to persist to graduation.  Pascarella 
and Terenzini (2005) noted statistically significant gains and positive advantages of advisement 
programs, and concluded personal advising and counseling have a strong impact on grades, 
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satisfaction and intent.  However, when means were compared, academic advising ranked 
number 14 on satisfaction.  Comments indicated a lack of availability to an advisor and 
inaccurate advising.   The regional campus in Paducah had a disproportionate number of positive 
comments, perhaps indicating a more comprehensive approach to advising.    
Financial Factors 
 Financial factors are those factors that have the ability to impact student persistence 
based on financial considerations of the student.  In this study, only one factor, scholarship 
opportunities, was examined.  Parent income and student work schedules were examined as part 
of the demographic characteristics. 
Scholarship Opportunities 
 Financial aid is often a vital part of a student’s ability to attend college, and can directly 
impact persistence (Ishitani and DesJardins, 2002).  Scholarships are part of the financial 
assistance available to students.  Based on mean scores, respondents ranked scholarship 
opportunities in the middle of importance of the expectations studied, and last in satisfaction 
when comparing the mean scores of the descriptive feedback survey.  Comments by respondents 
indicated a lack of scholarship opportunities which was supported by percentage of respondents 
receiving scholarships when compared with the student body at MSU.   
Institutional Climate 
 Institutional Climate factors are those factors that create an inclusive environment for 
students where student’s needs are taken care of and students feel welcome.  The institutional 
climate also sets expectations and consists of norms and values.  Institutional climate factors 
include co-curricular activities, communication within the COEHS, diversity experiences, extra-
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curricular activities, faculty accessibility, faculty and student interactions, peer interactions, and 
quality of programming.   
Co-curricular Activities 
 Co-curricular activities was ranked number twenty-fifth of importance when means were 
compared and twenty-fifth on the expectation being met by MSU.  The majority of respondent 
comments eluded to the unimportance of co-curricular activities, but several respondents from 
the regional campuses cited the need for more opportunities.   
Communication within the COEHS 
 Communication within the COEHS was seen as a highly important expectation from the 
respondents in line with literature showing communication has an affect on student departure 
decisions (Berger and Braxton, 2016).  Although communication ranked tenth in importance 
when means were compared, the mean for communication in satisfaction was ranked twenty-
third.    Comments were largely negative, citing a lack of communication particularly for 
important events such as student teaching.   
Diversity Experiences 
 The context of the question concerning diversity experiences, was to gauge if diversity 
with the college contributed to the student’s learning and prepared the student for a diverse 
workplace.  When doing a mean comparison, the expectation was ranked eighteenth for 
importance and twentieth for degree met at MSU in the COEHS.  The findings run counter to the 
body of research showing increased diversity has a positive impact on persistence of racial and 
ethnic minority students and white students (Kuh et al., 2006).  However, the respondents and 
the COEHS severely lack in diversity.  Several respondents report entering the workplace “ill 




 Quite similar to co-curricular activities, respondents ranked the importance of the 
expectation low and subsequently scored the expectation low in degree of satisfaction.  
Respondents clearly see co-curricular and extra-curricular activities as unimportant when 
discussing persistence.  However, literature emphasizes the impact of these types of activities on 
encouraging student engagement which could impact persistence (Kuh et al., 1994).  The number 
of comments (n=6) underscored respondent perceptions of the importance of extra-curricular 
activities.   
Faculty Accessibility 
 Increased time spent with faculty has a positive impact on student persistence (Ishitani & 
DesJardins, 2002).  In order to develop relationships and accommodate students, faculty must be 
accessible to students.  A comparison of means shows faculty accessibility ranking second in 
importance which is consistent with previous literature.  When means are ranked comparing 
levels of satisfaction, respondents strongly believed faculty were available when needed which is 
summarized in this quote from respondent, “Faculty were always willing and available to meet 
with me and made themselves available during their office hours.” 
Faculty and Student Interactions   
 Positive interactions between faculty members and students prevents students from 
feeling isolated.  The amount of time and quality of the interaction is important to strengthen 
bonds that strongly influence retention and persistence (Pacarella and Terenzini, 2005).  Faculty 
and student interactions is ranked one in importance when means are compared supporting 
widely expressed views that these interactions are important to supporting persistence efforts.  
The COEHS faculty have created a nurturing environment for students which is evidenced in the 
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level of satisfaction placing the expectation third when means were ranked although the 
comments provided trended negatively. 
Peer Interactions 
 Although peer interactions ranked low on importance, the need for connectedness is 
paramount for student retention and persistence (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1979).  However, 
literature does not show a clear impact of peer interactions.  When means are compared from the 
descriptive feedback survey, peer interactions is ranked fifth.  Comments from respondents 
underscored the importance of peer interactions and the need for developing positive 
relationships from a psychological and sociological perspective.  
Quality of the Program 
 Although nearly 91 percent (n=86) of respondents believed they had received a quality 
education from the COEHS, the expectation, quality of programming, ranked eighth in 
satisfaction when comparing means.  However, the expectation was ranked second in 
importance.  Comments (n=18) indicated a feeling of being unprepared to enter the workplace, 
but I do not believe the respondents making comments speak for the group, and over 60 percent 
of the people sharing negative comments still believe they received a quality education.  Quality 
of programming was still in the top ten expectations for satisfaction, which leads to this positive 
comment, “As a current teacher, I feel that I was well prepared to teach!”   
Support Services 
 For this research, support services encompasses both services to assist students in 
succeeding academically, and services that assist the student transition from college.  Support 
services provide needed engagement and resources for students.  Support services include 
189 
 
academic tutoring, job placement and career services, library resources, and student success 
initiatives.   
Academic Tutoring 
 Academic tutoring was low on importance for respondents.  Likewise, when asked to 
respond to quality tutoring being provided by the COEHS, satisfaction for tutoring was low.  The 
majority of respondents making comments did not use tutoring services.  Academic tutoring was 
ranked fifth when respondents were asked to select the least important expectations.  Literature 
shows that tutoring is an important part of a comprehensive support and retention program, and 
are critical in order to retain students particularly during the first year of college (Pacscarella & 
Terenzini, 2005).   
Job Placement and Career Services 
 Although job placement and career services may not have a direct influence on 
persistence, the expectation serves as an indicator of quality and helps a student define success 
upon completion of a degree (Sullivan et al., 2013).  The expectation ranked low on importance 
as well as on satisfaction when means are compared.  However, when comments from both 
surveys are combined, there were approximately 29 comments, the most of any expectation.  
First, this is reflective of the timeline for interaction with this expectation, near the end of the 
college experience.  The majority of comments were from students choosing not to take 
advantage of career services, or students that have not found employment as educators.  Of note, 
the expectation had the highest percentage ranking when graduates were asked to pick the three 






 Library resources have little influence on persistence, but assist in engaging students 
academically (Kuh et al., 2006).  Respondents ranked the impact of library services on 
persistence as low as well as the level of satisfaction.  However, the low satisfaction rating is not 
indicative of quality but of the importance placed on the service in relation to persistence.  
Comments were positive and complimentary in regards to the COEHS library.   
Student Success Initiatives 
 Literature shows the use of student success initiatives can contribute to increased 
retention. However, the respondents misunderstood the structure of the question.  Student 
success initiatives refer to assisting students with time management, career development, goal 
setting and notetaking (Kuh et al., 2006).   The expectation ranked nineteenth in importance 
when means were ranked and seventeenth in satisfaction when means were ranked.  Again, the 
comments lead me to believe respondents misunderstood the context of the question.  
Teaching and Learning 
 For this study, teaching and learning includes classroom methodology, instructional 
activities, and faculty dispositions that could impact persistence.  The expectations include 
assessment, the educational environment, collaborative work, critical thinking, education 
courses, extended learning opportunities, faculty expectations, feedback, general education 
requirements, instructional delivery, learning communities, Praxis preparation, professor 







 Using assessment as a tool to ensure learning is vital to meeting student learning 
outcomes.  Assessments also allow colleges to implement monitoring systems for students 
needing intervention (Kuh et al., 2006).  When means are ranked, assessment was the tenth most 
important expectation.  However, the descriptive surveyed revealed students ranked assessment 
satisfaction low.  Literature notes traditional methods of student evaluation are not adequate and 
a variety of assessment techniques should be utilized (Swail, 2004).  Qualitative statements 
included the use of rubrics and a robust number of “hard” assessments.  In addition, the difficulty 
of Praxis was mentioned. 
COEHS Educational Environment 
 Providing a positive environment where students are nurtured and supported allows a 
higher level of integration which influences persistence and student success (Reason, 2009).  
Students ranked educational environment as sixth on the list of importance when means were 
compared which supports literature that students are more likely to persist if they belief the 
institution is cares about student well-being (Reason, 2009).  Comparing means from the 
descriptive survey, educational environment ranks ninth in overall satisfaction.  Comments 
provided by respondents were minimal.   
Collaborative Work 
 Viewing collaborative work through a persistence point of view shows the opportunity to 
integrate academic and social needs (Tinto, 1997).  Comparing means, collaborative work is 
fourteenth in importance and tenth on satisfaction.  Two themes were derived from the 
comments provided by respondents.  Firstly, the group work was seen as negative and was over 
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utilized in the classes.  Secondly, respondents misunderstood collaborative work as co-teaching 
in a collaborative educational setting.  
Critical Thinking 
 Students lacking in critical thinking ability have a higher chance of dropping out of 
college (Tinto, 1973) while critical thinking is considered a student outcome linked to student 
success (Kuh et al., 2006).  When means were ranked, critical thinking was seventh in 
importance and sixth in satisfaction.  Respondent comments were minimal, but data from the 
survey support the body of literature and respondents believed critical thinking was encouraged 
in the COEHS.   
Education Courses 
 When asked to select the three most important expectations, education courses was 
ranked ninth.  Ranking the means for importance, education courses ranked fourteenth along 
with collaborative work and extended learning opportunities.  Respondents level of satisfaction 
was lower than expected, and the question had the second highest number of comments (n=27).  
Reoccurring themes pointed to a need for more classroom management training and special 
education training.  Several comments mentioned the need for more practicum hours or a 
redesign of the practicum process both of which have occurred.   
Extended Learning Opportunities 
 Extended learning opportunities allow students to take learning beyond the classroom and 
into a more practical setting. The TEP certainly allows for a more in-depth extended learning 
opportunity than most other undergraduate fields of study.  However, respondents ranked the 
expectation near the middle of importance, but seemingly were satisfied with the opportunities 




 Creating high expectations for all students is a vital part of persistence that faculty can 
directly impact.  High expectations are a condition for student success (Tinto, 2005).  Setting 
higher expectations results in higher graduation rates (Kuh, 2005).  Faculty expectations ranked 
the fourth highest expectation when means were compared.  Surprisingly, faculty expectations 
ranked number one in level of satisfaction when means were compared.  Overwhelmingly, 
respondents believed faculty held them to high expectations.  This is clearly indicated in the high 
percentage of students completing the TEP.   
Feedback 
 Feedback allows a student to have a deeper understanding of gaps in learning, areas of 
clear understanding, and provides a guide for professional development. Interestingly, 
respondents listed feedback from faculty in COEHS contributing to learning higher than 
communication within the COEHS for importance of expectation.   
General Education Requirements 
  When examining student’s level of satisfaction with the TEP, consideration must also be 
given to components that support the program.  General education courses provide a knowledge 
based and foundation for critical thinking.  When means were ranked, general education 




 Pascarella, Seifert, and Whitt (2008) hypothesize that the nature and quality of instruction 
have a significant impact on student persistence.  Supporting literature, respondents ranked 
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instructional delivery of similar importance to faculty expectations and communication.  
Respondents generally were satisfied (ranked seventh when means were compared) that 
instructors used a variety of instructional techniques.   
Learning Communities 
 In the context of student success, learning communities are more similar to service 
learning projects than a group that meets to discuss teaching and learning.  As a group, the 
respondents were confused by the wording of the question associating learning communities with 
professional learning communities used as an educational support activity to improve learning 
outcomes.  Thus, respondents ranked the importance and level of satisfaction low.   
Praxis Preparation 
 Passing the Praxis exam is an important step in the certification process for Kentucky 
educators.  Without a qualifying score, graduates of the TEP will not receive certification.  From 
a practical standpoint, Praxis preparation is an important and necessary expectation.  
Respondents agreed ranking the expectation in the top ten for importance.  However, when 
means were ranked for satisfaction, Praxis preparation was nineteenth.   Respondent comments 
revealed students felt either very prepared or were dissatisfied with the level of preparation to 
take the exams.  Passing the foreign language, social studies, and science Praxis appear to be an 
issue.   
 
 
Professor Experiences and Expertise 
 When respondents were asked to respond to the COEHS professors’ experiences and 
expertise contributing to learning, the expectation was number five on the list of most important 
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expectations, and when means were compared, professor experiences and expertise was ranked 
third.  Not surprisingly, respondents were very satisfied with the expectation.  As means were 
compared, the expectation was second.   
Research Opportunities 
 Undergraduate research opportunities provide experiential learning opportunities that 
allow students and faculty to interact on a professional level and have the ability to impact 
persistence in a positive manner (Pascarella &Terenzini, 2005).  Respondents saw research 
opportunities as of low importance and subsequently responded with a low level of satisfaction.  
When asked to pick the least important expectations, research opportunities was the number 
three.  Respondents may not see the value in program that was not readily available for 
participation. 
Student Learning Styles 
  Individual student experiences have an immediate impact on student success, and 
classroom experiences including learning styles being addressed by instructional faculty can 
have an impact on student persistence (Reason, 2009).  Respondents did not feel learning styles 
was an important expectation.  Learning styles was in the top ten selected least expectations.  
However,  there is evidence to support faculty were meeting the needs of students learning styles 
by examining other expectations such a s faculty and student interactions, assessment, and 
feedback.   
 
Use of Instructional Technology 
 Appropriate integration for technology into the instructional environment benefits both 
the learner and instructor.  Specifically, technology integration allows a more inclusive learning 
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environment (Kuh et al., 2006).  Respondent comments varied based on the level of digital 
fluency.  Some respondents reported technology was over utilized while other respondents 
reported a lack of use.  The expectation ranked eleventh in importance when means were ranked 
and thirteenth for level of satisfaction.  A clearer understanding of the question would’ve yield 
better feedback.  The majority of respondents began college upon finishing high school making 
them part of the later millennial generation.  Technology integration is a norm so analyzing an 
environment where technology is fully integrated is difficult.  
Comparison of Expectations with Student Behaviors and Demographic 
Characteristics 
 A comparison of the 31 expectations with a set of student behaviors such as study habits 
and motivation, and demographic characteristics such as gender and race yielded minimal 
statistically significant differences.  Respondent data were often clustered around one 
demographic group (race and ethnicity) or one answer (education courses GPA) providing little 
opportunity to compare groups.   
 An interesting find was the male respondents generally had a more negative perception of 
the COEHS than female respondents.  When controlling the variable for part-time students and 
students taking more than 12 semesters to graduate (n=1), men took ten percent longer to 
complete a degree.   
 Students transferring from two-year postsecondary institution had a significantly higher 
satisfaction rate with instructional delivery of COEHS faculty than non-transfer students.  
Although not statistically significant, transfers from four-year institutions also had a higher mean 
than non-transfer students for instructional delivery of COEHS faculty.  Responding with a level 
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of expertise and the ability to compare groups of faculty, transfers students clearly believe the 
COEHS faculty are stronger when delivering instruction than other postsecondary intuitions.   
 An interesting find was students in cohort 2016 had a significantly higher level of 
satisfaction than the other cohorts studied when responding to the level of satisfaction for job 
placement and career services.  Understanding what changed structurally or systematically for 
cohort 2016 would be beneficial to assisting students in transitioning to the job market.  
 
Discussion 
 Recent research, literature, and legislation show an interest in retention, persistence, and 
degree completion.  However, there is no readily available research directly related to measuring 
student success in teacher education programs.  This study has served to develop an instrument 
to measure student expectations for postsecondary institution specifically teacher education 
programs.  Secondly, this study serves as an exploratory measure to determine the level of 
satisfaction with the MSU TEP in meeting 31 expectations that assist in defining student success 
through the lens of persistence to degree completion.    
 
 Important to this body or research is understanding the population studied consisted of 
students that had persisted to graduation and completed the teacher education program at MSU.  
In order to graduate from the program, the students had to complete a series of events and meet 
criteria to for entrance into the program.  Beginning with the precollege admissions process, 
students met a minimum GPA and composite ACT score for admissions into the university.  
Secondly, for admission into the TEP, students had to maintain an overall GPA of 2.75 on a 4.0 
scale; complete general education coursework; attend a Teacher Education Orientation; interview 
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with a major academic advisor or chair; complete a Professional Code of Ethics for Kentucky 
School Personnel and a Declaration of Eligibility form.   
 In addition, students must receive a passing score on the Praxis Core Academic Skills 
Test for Educators (CASE).  The entrance process alone requires a motivated student that is 
academically solid and has demonstrated a history of success.  Once admitted, students complete 
a rigorous program where students must document over 200 more or more field hours (since 
September of 2013) and complete the required professional teacher education courses. Once 
degree requirements are met, students must still obtain the minimum scores on Praxis specialty 
areas and the Principles of Teaching Test.   
 Examination of the importance of the 31 expectations followed by a descriptive feedback 
survey of how the TEP met each expectation yielded some interesting results. A lower score on 
importance consistently meant that the satisfaction level would also be lower with few 
exceptions.   
 When examining the demographic makeup of the respondents, the question arises of are 
traditional high needs populations (first-generation students, minority populations, low 
socioeconomic status) being unintentionally excluded from the TEP based on entrance criteria to 
the program?  High needs populations struggling with self-efficacy issues, social integration, and 
academic integration need additional support services to meet key benchmarks.   
 The respondents are reflective of the total TEP population: predominantly White, female, 
and middleclass.  However, the demographic variable that is skewed is the number of first-
generation students.  The majority of respondents had parents that attended some type of 
postsecondary education.  
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 Based on the findings from the Delphi study, the following conclusions were made: 
faculty and student interactions, faculty accessibility and quality of programming (both ranked 
second), professor experiences and expertise, faculty expectations, and instructional delivery 
were in order the most important expectations.  Similarly, first year programs; co-curricular 
activities, academic tutoring; extra-curricular activities; and research opportunities ranked in that 
order the least most important expectations.   
 Based on the findings from the descriptive feedback survey: faculty expectations, 
professor experiences and expertise, faculty and student interactions, faculty accessibility, and 
peer interactions had the highest level of satisfaction for the graduates.  Instructional delivery 
which was which was in the top five for importance was number seven for satisfaction.  
Similarly, research opportunities, first year programs, academic tutoring, job placement and 
career services, assessment, and scholarship opportunities had the lowest levels of satisfaction.  
Of significance, when asked to pick the most important expectations, job placement and career 
services was the most selected.   
 Additional findings through comparing means provided several key findings.  
Respondents were highly dissatisfied with scholarship opportunities available through the 
COEHS, and received fewer scholarships than the university average.  Although communication 
within the college is critical to students completing a degree, respondent satisfaction was low. 
Diversity experiences within the COEHS was ranked low on importance and satisfaction which 
is concerning as the majority of student respondents were nonminority’s.  Respondents believed 
Praxis preparation was important but the level of satisfaction was low.  In addition, the level of 
satisfaction with men is generally lower in the COEHS.   
200 
 
 Particularly of interest is how respondents view clusters of the expectations.  A 
regrouping of certain variables into faculty variables and college variables reveals an interesting 
trend.  When an expectation is framed as a college expectation such as communication, 
education courses, and educational environment, students responded more negatively.  However, 
the expectations framed from a faculty perspective yielded the highest levels of satisfaction: 
faculty and student interactions, faculty accessibility, professor experiences and expertise, 
faculty expectations, and instructional delivery.  The respondents hold the COEHS faculty in 
high regards and see them as competent group of professionals that regularly deliver quality 
instruction, and hold students to high expectations.  In addition, the respondents saw the faculty 
as approachable and accessible.  In addition, feedback on instructional delivery from transfer 
students shows the COEHS faculty are perceived as more effective than peers at other 
institutions. 
 
Limitations of the Study 
 By nature, this study was designed to study a single teacher education program within a 
single college within a single institution.  The population studied considered only students that 
graduated from the TEP at Murray State University between 2011 and 2016.  In addition, the 
population was drawn from cohort data maintained at the Kentucky EPSB based on educators 
requesting initial certification.  Furthermore, the data were filtered to include only students that 
were initial traditional, undergraduate students having successfully completed the program.  
 The sample was further limited by the email addresses available through EPSB.  If 
educators failed to update the necessary contact information with EPSB, the email addresses 
could potentially be incorrect or not used on a regular basis.  Of importance is the sample only 
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included students that successfully persisted to degree completion.  Students that opted out, 
dropped out, stopped out, or transferred were not part of the study.   
 Although the response rate was satisfactory for both surveys, respondents to the 
descriptive survey were homogenous across multiple demographic variables.  The sample lacked 
racial and ethnic diversity and first-generation students were underrepresented.  As all 
respondents had met some level of student success (degree completion), the majority had higher 
than average GPA’s for both general education courses and courses within the TEP.   
  The list of 31 expectations was based on a comprehensive study of the literature and was 
reviewed by a panel of experts.  Futures studies using the instrument created for this body of 
research or using the list of expectations should more precisely define and delimit several of the 
expectations.  The following expectations need further clarification: student success initiatives, 
collaborative work, and learning communities.  Collaborative work and learning communities 
were viewed through the context of educational definitions not persistence.  Respondents 
confused the definitions with cooperative teaching and professional learning communities, 
respectively.  Student success initiatives refer to activities that increase persistence such as 
teaching note taking strategies, but were mistaken for a rewards system.   
 
Recommendations 
Development of a Comprehensive Diversity Program 
 Diversity of a student population yields multiples benefits.  Diversity in a student body 
assists in removing racial stereotypes and barriers while promoting a greater ability to critically 
think.   Important to a teacher education program is the preparation to work in a diverse 
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workplace and serve diverse populations.  Implementation of a comprehensive diversity program 
or review of current programs could assist in increasing enrollment diversity within the college. 
 A comprehensive program would ensure inclusion of underserved populations.  As part 
of the program, recruiting efforts should seek to develop relationships early in a student’s 
secondary education.  Relationships are also key to retention and persistence helping bridge the 
academic and social divides that can exist.  Inclusion is key for students to feel welcomed.  High 
impact strategies such as early warning systems, first year seminars, undergraduate research, and 
learning communities to assist in total integration into the college.  Recruiting goals and student 
success goals are needed to drive the plan and monitoring needs to occur to ensure 
implementation.  Regular faculty training in diversity and inclusion is necessary to maintain a 
focus on the goals.  
Performance Indicators and Milestones 
 Measuring student success through retention and persistence provides a time bound 
approach to degree completion.  Beyond the milestones of matriculating semester to semester 
and completing a degree are many key events that must occur for a student completion of a 
teacher education program.  Developing an intentional process to monitor student’s milestone 
completion would provide multiple measurements to support student’s persisting and ultimately 
completing. 
 Milestones could include social, academic, and procedural points that must occur for a 
student to progress.  Recommended milestones would include completion of first year, number 
of semesters to accumulate 30 credit hours, completion of program orientation, passing CASE, 
TEP interview, and completion of field hours.  Attainment of milestones should be tracked and 
appropriate measures taken when a student misses a milestone.  Tracking not only completion by 
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time of completion for milestones will provide a greater level of detail allowing the college to 
determine systematic problems that exist.  Key Performance Indicators (KPI) can be developed 
once data are tracked and gathered from milestone completion.   
Academic Advising 
 Academic advising has been called the “cornerstone of retention” (Roy, 2016).  The 
NSSE (2005) called academic advising the most powerful predictor of satisfaction for four year 
schools.  Academic advising also serves as a high impact strategy for the underserved and 
unprepared.   
 Academic advising should be frequent and multiple times throughout the semester 
allowing faculty to engage with students and spot any potential academic, emotional, or social 
problems. The advising sessions should be face-to-face and review of key milestones, discuss 
course sequencing, and deadlines.  Student learning outcomes should be developed for the 
advising program as part of an advising framework.   
 However, the program must be implemented with fidelity.  Advisors should receive 
training on existing programs such as Racer Academic Completion Report (RACR) and 
Mapworks.  Training should provide a systematic approach to advising and counseling, and 
involve the COEHS Center of Recruitment and Retention, and the Murray State Academic 
Advising department.   This body of research has shown the power of the COEHS faculty.  
Leveraging this resource will increase persistence.  
 Lastly, the advising plan and framework must be clearly communicated to students.  The 
communication plan should include multiple modes of communication, be easy to access, and 
provide clear guidance.  Infographics depicting key milestones could provide a digestible method 
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for communicating the information.   Ideally, the system would provide a lifeline for students 
that were struggling to reach out and receive immediate help if necessary.   
Recommendation for Future Research 
 Although this study provides an understanding of expectations related to persistence, 
there are several key components that would add insight into the success of students.  A focus on 
underserved populations to include minorities and first-generation students would provide 
greater understanding of the lack of diversity and what is needed to increase those populations.   
 This study only examined students that completed the TEP and graduated from MSU.  
Expanding the study to include students that were not successful would allow the researcher 
examine why students are unsuccessful and analyze issues that create students not persisting.  In 
addition, conducting interviews of faculty, staff, and the graduates would allow the research to 
gain in-depth information by probing the subjects through questioning and allow the research to 
clarify any points of confusion or concern.   
Conclusion 
In sum, this research will provide persistence information on teacher education programs to the 
existing body of literature.  A modified Delphi study and a descriptive feedback survey were 
used to seek consensus through an iterative process on 31 expectations that impact persistence, 
and then gather data on how each expectation was met.  The results from the research underscore 
the complexity of persistence and the relationship between variables and factors that impact a 
student’s ability to complete a degree. 
 Perhaps the most satisfying data point from the research is over 90 percent of the 
graduates responding (n=86) believed they received a quality education from the COEHS at 
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MSU.  In addition, the feedback on multiple variables controlled by faculty show a confidence in 
the abilities of the COEHS faculty.   
 At the onset of the study, the author was challenged to operationalize the term “student 
success.”  Although retention, persistence, and degree completion are markers of student success, 
the true essence of the term is much deeper.  Student success is found in attainment of career 
goals, a desire to be a lifelong learner, a sense of satisfaction with educational outcomes, and a 
greater social integration.  Greater student success attainment is possible by leveraging the power 
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Delphi Survey Instrument 
 
Study Title: Expectations of Graduates of the Teacher Preparation Program at Murray State 
University on Factors Influencing 
Persistence to Graduation 
Investigator: David A. Meinschein 
Faculty Mentor: Dr. Richard Dodson 
Educational Studies, Leadership, and Counseling 
(270) 809-3790 
You are being invited to participate in a survey research study conducted through Murray 
State University. As such, I am providing the following information so that you may make an 
informed decision on whether you would like to participate: The purpose of this study is to 
identify factors that have influenced students in the teacher preparation program at Murray 
State University (MSU) in successfully meeting the requirements for graduation. Your 
participation is strictly voluntary and you are free to withdraw/stop participating at any time. 
All of your responses will remain anonymous. (No one will know which answers are yours.) 
All data will be secured on a password protected computer owned by Ballard County 
Schools and assigned to David Meinschein. This survey will take approximately 15 minutes 
to complete. 
Although your responses will remain anonymous, your data/answers may be combined with 
the data/answers of others and submitted for presentation at conventions or in publications 
in scholarly journals. You will receive no direct benefits because you participated in this 
research study. 
There are no foreseen risks associated with your participation in this research study. 
Your completion of this questionnaire indicates that you voluntarily consent to participate in this 
study. You are free to discontinue your participation at any time. You may discontinue participation 
by exiting this page or closing your internet browser. 
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THIS PROJECT HAS BEEN REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE MURRAY STATE 
UNIVERSITY 
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD (IRB) FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS. ANY 
QUESTIONS ABOUT THE CONDUCT OF THIS PROJECT SHOULD BE BROUGHT TO THE 
ATTENTION 
OF Richard Dodson IN THE Educational Studies, Leadership, and Counseling Department at (270) 
809- 
3790   
. 
Any questions about your rights as a research participant should be directed to the MSU IRB 
Coordinator at msu.irb@murraystate.edu or (270) 809-2916 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this Delphi survey on the expectations of 
students/graduates of postsecondary institutions.  This survey is the first of two rounds that 
will establish the expectations of universities as seen by graduates.  The second survey will 
be followed by a descriptive survey that will allow you to provide specific information on 
how the Teacher Education Program (TEP) in the College of Education and Human Services 
(COEHS) at Murray State University (MSU) met those expectations.  
  
The survey will close within ten days of your receiving it.  The data from this survey will be 
compiled and included in the second survey.  The intent is to build consensus of the 
expectations across students that graduated over the past five years.  
  
There are 31 expectations listed in bold followed by a brief explanation. Please rate how 
important you believe each of the expectations are to students in persisting in college to 
degree completion.  
Provide any comments you might have in the box below each expectation.  
  
1. First year programs: First year seminar programs were helpful in my transition to college 
 
2. Academic Advising: Academic advising was available and of high quality in the COEHS 
 
Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 




3. Scholarship opportunities: There were adequate scholarship opportunities for teaching majors 
 
4. Co-curricular activities: There were numerous opportunities to participate in co-curricular 
activities within the COEHS 
 
5. Communication within the COEHS:  The level of communication between the COEHS and 
students was high 
 
6. Diversity Experiences: The diversity of the COEHS contributed to my learning and prepared me 
for a diverse workplace 
 
7. Extra-curricular activities: There were numerous opportunities to participate in extra-curricular 
activities 
 
Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 
Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 
Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 
Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 




8. Faculty accessibility:  COEHS faculty were accessible 
 
9. Faculty and student interactions:  Faculty and students interactions were positive and 
beneficial 
 
10. Peer interactions:  Peer interactions within the COEHS contributed to my graduating 
 
11. Quality of the program:  The quality of the education received in the COEHS was high 
 
12. Academic tutoring:  Quality tutoring was provided within the COEHS 
 
13. Job placement and career services:  The COEHS was helpful in my obtaining employment 
upon graduation 
Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 
Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 
Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 
Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 





14. Library resources:  The library resources were an important resource in supporting my studies 
 
15. Student success initiatives:  There were initiatives that encouraged me to succeed in the 
COEHS 
 
16. Assessment:  Assessments were used appropriately and assessed the taught curriculum 
 
17. COEHS educational environment:  The educational environment in the COEHS was positive 
and conducive to learning 
 
18. Collaborative Work:  Collaborative work opportunities were used appropriately and added to the 
level of instruction 
Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 
Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 
Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 
Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 





19. Critical thinking:  Instructors in the COEHS encourage students to critically think and problem 
solve 
 
20. Education Courses:  Courses were relevant and prepared me for the workplace 
 
21. Extended learning opportunities:  There were adequate opportunities to extend learning 
outside of the classroom 
 
22. Faculty expectations:  Faculty had high expectations of me 
 
23. Feedback:  The feedback received from COEHS faculty contributed to my learning 
Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 
Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 
Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 
Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 





24. General education requirements:  Courses were successful in preparing me for core content 
courses 
 
25. Instructional delivery:  Instructors used a variety of techniques to include lecture and 
discussion to promote learning 
 
26. Learning communities:  Learning communities existed within the COEHS 
 
27. Praxis preparation:  Coursework prepared me for the PRAXIS exams 
 
28. Professor experiences and expertise:  The COEHS professors' experiences and expertise 
contributed to teaching and learning 
Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 
Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 
Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 
Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 





29. Research opportunities:  There were undergraduate research opportunities in the COEHS 
 
30. Student learning styles:  My learning style was addressed by the COEHS faculty 
 
31. Use of instructional technology:  The use of technology in the classroom contributed to 












Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 
Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 
Not important Only slightly important Important Very important 
Comments: 






32. Please choose the 3 LEAST important expectations you would REMOVE from the list. 
 
First Year Programs  Academic Tutoring    Feedback 
Academic Advising   Job Placement and Career Services  General Education Requirements 
Scholarship Opportunities  Library Resources    Instructional Delivery   
Co-curricular Activities  Student Success Initiatives   Learning Communities 
Communication within the COEHS Assessment    Praxis preparation 
Diversity experiences  COEHS education environment  Professor Experiences and expertise 
Extra-curricular activities  Collaborative work    Research opportunities 
Faculty accessibility   Critical thinking    Student learning styles 
Faculty and staff interactions  Education courses    Use of instructional technology 
Peer interactions   Extended learning opportunities   
Quality of programming  Faculty expectations 
 
33. Please choose the MOST important 3 expectations. 
 
First Year Programs  Academic Tutoring    Feedback 
Academic Advising   Job Placement and Career Services  General Education Requirements 
Scholarship Opportunities  Library Resources    Instructional Delivery   
Co-curricular Activities  Student Success Initiatives   Learning Communities 
Communication within the COEHS Assessment    Praxis preparation 
Diversity experiences  COEHS education environment  Professor Experiences and expertise 
Extra-curricular activities  Collaborative work    Research opportunities 
Faculty accessibility   Critical thinking    Student learning styles 
Faculty and staff interactions  Education courses    Use of instructional technology 
Peer interactions   Extended learning opportunities   





Descriptive Survey Instrument 
 
 
Study Title: Expectations of Graduates of the Teacher Preparation Program at Murray State University on Factors 
Influencing 
Persistence to Graduation 
Investigator: David A. Meinschein 
Faculty Mentor: Dr. Richard Dodson  
Educational Studies, Leadership, and Counseling  
(270) 809-3790   
You are being invited to participate in a survey research study conducted through Murray State University. As such, I am 
providing the following information so that you may make an informed decision on whether you would like to participate: 
The purpose of this study is to identify factors that have influenced students in the teacher preparation program at Murray 
State University (MSU) in successfully meeting the requirements for graduation. Your participation is strictly voluntary and 
you are free to withdraw/stop participating at any time. 
All of your responses will remain anonymous. (No one will know which answers are yours.) All data will be secured on a 
password protected computer owned by Ballard County Schools and assigned to David Meinschein. This survey will take 
approximately 15 minutes to complete. 
Although your responses will remain anonymous, your data/answers may be combined with the data/answers of others and 
submitted for presentation at conventions or in publications in scholarly journals.  You will receive no direct benefits because 
you participated in this research study. However, your participation will help to expand our understanding of the use of social 
media by educators.  
  
There are no foreseen risks associated with your participation in this research study. 
Your completion of this questionnaire indicates that you voluntarily consent to participate in this study. You are free to 
discontinue your participation at any time. You may discontinue participation by exiting this page or closing your internet 
browser. 
  
THIS PROJECT HAS BEEN REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE MURRAY STATE UNIVERSITY INSTITUTIONAL 
REVIEW 
BOARD (IRB) FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS. ANY QUESTIONS ABOUT THE CONDUCT OF THIS 
PROJECT SHOULD BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF Richard Dodson IN THE Educational Studies, Leadership, 




Any questions about your rights as a research participant should be directed to the MSU IRB Coordinator at 
msu.irb@murraystate.edu or (270) 809-2916 . 
Expectations of Postsecondary Institutions 
Thank you for agreeing to complete this survey on the how the Teacher Education Program 
(TEP) in the College of Education and Human Services (COEHS) at Murray State University 
(MSU) met expectations.  
  
The survey will close within ten days of your receiving it.  
  
  
1. First year programs: First year seminar programs were helpful in my transition to college 
 
2. Academic Advising: Academic advising was available and of high quality in the COEHS 
 
3. Scholarship opportunities: There were adequate scholarship opportunities for teaching majors 
 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied 
Comments: 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied 
Comments: 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 




4. Co-curricular activities: There were numerous opportunities to participate in co-curricular 
activities within the COEHS 
 
5. Communication within the COEHS:  The level of communication between the COEHS and 
students was high 
 
6. Diversity Experiences: The diversity of the COEHS contributed to my learning and prepared 
me for a diverse workplace 
 
7. Extra-curricular activities: There were numerous opportunities to participate in extra-curricular 
activities 
 
8. Faculty accessibility:  COEHS faculty were accessible 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied 
Comments: 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied 
Comments: 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied 
Comments: 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 





9. Faculty and student interactions:  Faculty and students interactions were positive and 
beneficial 
 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied 
Comments: 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 




10. Peer interactions:  Peer interactions within the COEHS contributed to my graduating 
 
11. Quality of the program:  The quality of the education received in the COEHS was high 
 
12. Academic tutoring:  Quality tutoring was provided within the COEHS 
 
13. Job placement and career services:  The COEHS was helpful in my obtaining employment upon 
graduation 
 
14. Library resources:  The library resources were an important resource in supporting my studies 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied or 
dissatisfied Satisfied 
Comments: 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied 
Comments: 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied 
Comments: 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 





15. Student success initiatives:  There were initiatives that encouraged me to succeed in the COEHS 
 
16. Assessment:  Assessments were used appropriately and assessed the taught curriculum 
 
17. COEHS educational environment:  The educational environment in the COEHS was positive and 
conducive to learning 
 
18. Collaborative Work:  Collaborative work opportunities were used appropriately and added to the 
level of instruction 
 
19. Critical thinking:  Instructors in the COEHS encourage students to critically think and problem 
solve 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied 
Comments: 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied Satisfied Very dissatisfied 
Comments: 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied 
Comments: 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied  
Comments: 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 





20. Education Courses:  Courses were relevant and prepared me for the workplace 
 
21. Extended learning opportunities:  There were adequate opportunities to extend learning outside 
of the classroom 
 
22. Faculty expectations:  Faculty had high expectations of me 
 
23. Feedback:  The feedback received from COEHS faculty contributed to my learning 
 
24. General education requirements:  Courses were successful in preparing me for core content 
courses 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied 
Comments: 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied Satisfied 
Comments: 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied or 
dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied 
Comments: 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied 
Comments: 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 





25. Instructional delivery:  Instructors used a variety of techniques to include lecture and discussion to 
promote learning 
 
26. Learning communities:  Learning communities existed within the COEHS 
 
27. Praxis preparation:  Coursework prepared me for the PRAXIS exams 
 
28. Professor experiences and expertise:  The COEHS professors' experiences and expertise 
contributed to teaching and learning 
 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied 
Comments: 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied 
Comments: 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied 
Comments: 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied 
Comments: 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 




29. Research opportunities: There were undergraduate research opportunities in the COEHS 
 
30. Student learning styles:  My learning style was addressed by the COEHS faculty 
 
31. Use of instructional technology:  The use of technology in the classroom contributed to teaching 
and learning 
 
32. My high school coursework prepared me for college 
Neither disagree nor 
 Strongly disagree Disagree agree Agree Strongly agree 
 
33. I felt a strong desire to become a teacher 
Neither disagree nor 
 Strongly disagree Disagree agree Agree Strongly agree 
 
34. I actively participated in my education courses 
Neither disagree nor 
 Strongly disagree Disagree agree Agree Strongly agree 
 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied 
Comments: 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied Satisfied 
Comments: 
Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor 




35. I was excited and motivated about the coursework in the COEHS 
Neither disagree nor 
 Strongly disagree Disagree agree Agree Strongly agree 
 
36. I participated in academic activities outside of the classroom 
Neither disagree nor 
 Strongly disagree Disagree agree Agree Strongly agree 
 
37. I had high personal expectations in regards to academic coursework 
Neither disagree nor 
 Strongly disagree Disagree agree Agree Strongly agree 
 
38. I spent the appropriate amount of time studying 
Neither disagree nor 
 Strongly disagree Disagree agree Agree Strongly agree 
 
39. Are you male or female? 
 Male 
 Female 




African-American or black 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 
Asian 
Hispanic/Latino 
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 
White/Caucasian 
From multiple races 




41. What is your parents highest level of education? 
 Some high school 
 High school graduate or G.E.D. 
 Some community college/Vocational school 
 Associate's degree 
 Bachelor's degree 
 Master's degree or above 
42. What is the estimated annual income of your family while attending college? 




 $100,000 or More 
43. What was your high school GPA on a 4.0 scale? 
 3.6 - 4.0 
 3.1 - 3.5 
 2.6 - 3.0 
 2.1 - 2.5 
 2.0 or below 
44. What was your ACT composite score? 
 0-18 
 18-23 
 23 and above 




 Yes  
No 
46. How many hours a week did you work while attending college? 
 I did not work 
 1-20 hours a week 
 20-40 hours a week 
 More than 40 hours a week 
47. What types of financial aid did you receive? 
 Scholarships 
 Grants 
 Federal Work Study 
 Loans 
 I did not receive financial aid 
48. Was education your first major? 
 
49. Did you transfer to Murray State University from another postsecondary institution? 
 No 
 Yes, from a 2-year postsecondary institution  
Yes, from another 4-year postsecondary institution 
50. What was your cumulative college GPA? 






 3.1 - 3.5 
 2.6 - 3.0 
 2.1 - 2.5 
 2.0 or below 
51. What was your cumulative GPA for EDUCATION courses? 
 3.6 - 4.0 
 3.1 - 3.5 
 2.6 - 3.0 
 2.1 - 2.5 
 2.0 or below 
52. Did you participate in extracurricular activities while attending college? 
 
53. What year did you graduate from the Teacher Education Program? 
  2011  2014 
  2012  2015 
  2013  2016 
54. How many semesters did it take for you to complete your undergraduate degree? 
  4  8  more than 12 
  5  9  I attended college part time 
  6  10 
  7  12 






56. Please check the description that most fits your current position 
 Teacher 
 Counselor 
 Instructional or curriculum coach 
 School level administrator  
District level administrator 
 I am not working as an educator 
57. Do you work in a Title I School? 
 Yes 
 No 




 I am not working as a teacher 
59. To which educational cooperative does your district belong? 
  WKEC  OVEC  NKCES 
  GRREC  KEDC  SESC 
  CKEC  KVEC  None 
60. What was the overall accountability ranking in 2015-16 of the school in which you work? 
 Needs Improvement 
 Proficient 
 Distinguished 
 I do not work at the school level 
















David A. Meinschein 
Biography 
 
 David Meinschein is currently assistant superintendent at Ballard County Schools. He 
served as principal at Ballard Memorial High School from 2011-2015, and prior to that spent 11 
years in in Georgia, as a science teacher, athletic director, instructional coach and assistant 
principal.  
 In his four years at BMHS, the school rose from being designated “Needs Improvement” 
to a “Distinguished” school by the Kentucky Department of Education, with additional 
designations as High Progress and High Performing. The Ballard County Career and Technical 
Center was ranked number one in the state for career academic and technical attainment.  
 David also spent five years on active duty in the U.S. Army, serving with the 101st 
Airborne and the 25th Infantry divisions. He left as a captain 1999 and went to work for a 
Fortune 500 Company. He worked as a business analyst and escalations manager for a 
telecommunications company out of California’s famed Silicon Valley that provided the first 
DSL internet access in the country. 
 He holds his bachelor’s degree in biology from Murry State University, master’s degree 
in science education from Piedmont College, a specialist’s degree in leadership from Lincoln 
Memorial University.  David has received the PEAK Award for educational achievement, the 
KY Tell Winners Circle Award, the Woodmen of the World Community Partner Award, the KY 
Colonel for educational leadership, and the AUSA and George C. Marshall Awards for military 
leadership. David is married to Mary Meinschein and has seven children: Ashley, Emily, 
Caitlyn, Sara, Ezekiel, Daniel and Rebecca! 
